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Abstract The	  Russian	  Federation	  is	  one	  of	  the	  world's	  important	  energy	  actors.	  Its	  choices	  and	  policies	  affect	  many	  other	  countries.	  Yet	  to	  what	  extent	  is	  Russia	  an	  aggressive	  player,	  which	  uses	  energy	  as	  a	  weapon?	  	  This	  thesis	  will	  investigate	  Russian	  foreign	  policy	  through	  the	  lens	  of	  its	  energy	  resources;	  specifically,	  its	  ability	  to	  pressure	  neighbouring	  states	  into	  compliance	  with	  its	  aims.	  The	  study	  focuses	  on	  Ukraine:	  since	  the	  geopolitical	  crisis	  of	  2014,	  when	  Russia	  annexed	  Crimea	  and	  the	  US	  and	  EU	  responded	  with	  sanctions,	  how	  far	  has	  Moscow’s	  capacity	  to	  weaponise	  gas	  in	  pursuit	  of	  its	  policy	  objectives	  been	  impacted?	  To	  answer	  this	  question,	  neoclassical	  realism	  is	  employed	  as	  a	  theoretical	  framework.	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Chapter 1: Introduction  The	  Russian	  Federation	  is	  one	  of	  the	  world's	  important	  energy	  actors.	  Its	  choices	  and	  policies	  affect	  many	  other	  countries.	  Yet	  to	  what	  extent	  is	  Russia	  an	  aggressive	  player,	  which	  uses	  energy	  as	  a	  weapon?	  Recent	  years	  have	  been	  marked	  by	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  and	  tensions	  in	  political	  relations	  between	  Russia	  and	  the	  West;	  the	  consequences	  of	  which	  have	  significantly	  impacted	  energy-­‐related	  policy	  debates	  (Goldthau	  and	  Boersma,	  2014).	  	  This	  thesis	  will	  investigate	  Russian	  foreign	  policy	  through	  the	  lens	  of	  its	  energy	  resources.	  The	  Kremlin	  often	  appears	  to	  design	  its	  foreign	  policy	  approaches	  in	  accordance	  with	  its	  resource	  weapon	  competence,	  pressuring	  neighbouring	  states	  into	  compliance.	  This	  has	  certainly	  been	  the	  case	  regarding	  Ukraine:	  the	  subject	  of	  both	  carrot	  and	  stick	  –	  its	  supplies	  being	  cut	  off,	  and	  Moscow	  knocking	  down	  prices	  in	  a	  bid	  to	  persuade	  Kiev’s	  leadership	  away	  from	  Western	  clutches	  –	  in	  the	  recent	  past.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  investigate	  this,	  taking	  the	  Kremlin’s	  desire	  for	  a	  large	  sphere	  of	  geopolitical	  and	  territorial	  influence	  into	  account	  (Newnham,	  2011).	  	  Since	  2014,	  with	  tensions	  rising	  between	  the	  EU	  and	  Russia	  over	  Ukraine	  and	  the	  Crimea,	  falling	  world	  oil	  prices	  and	  accelerating	  dynamics	  in	  transnational	  gas	  markets	  have	  placed	  a	  severe	  burden	  on	  Gazprom,	  the	  state-­‐owned	  Russian	  corporation	  and	  leading	  gas	  producer	  in	  the	  world.	  What	  will	  be	  referred	  to	  in	  this	  thesis	  as	  the	  ‘Ukraine	  crisis’	  (Pirani	  et	  al.	  2014)	  –	  which	  encompassed	  the	  EU	  and	  NATO	  seeking	  to	  draw	  Ukraine	  into	  its	  sphere	  of	  influence;	  the	  removal	  of	  pro-­‐Russian	  President,	  Viktor	  Yanukovich,	  by	  the	  Kiev	  Parliament;	  and	  Russia’s	  annexation	  of	  the	  Crimea	  and	  importantly	  the	  subsequent	  low-­‐level	  war	  with	  Ukraine	  -­‐	  has	  greatly	  hindered	  Gazprom’s	  functions	  and	  prospects	  (Belyi	  and	  Goldthau	  2015):	  resulting	  in	  reduced	  hydrocarbon	  prices,	  economic	  sanctions	  being	  imposed	  by	  the	  EU	  and	  US	  on	  Moscow,	  devaluation	  of	  the	  ruble	  and	  obstruction	  of	  the	  South	  Stream	  project	  through	  EU	  regulations	  such	  as	  the Third	  Energy	  Package. 
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The	  thesis	  will	  assess	  Russia’s	  options	  in	  this	  context;	  does	  it	  still	  have	  the	  abilities	  to	  use	  energy	  as	  a	  key	  foreign	  policy	  tool	  in	  relation	  to	  Ukraine?	  Taking	  the	  new	  geopolitical	  environment	  fully	  into	  account,	  I	  will	  investigate	  Russian	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  capabilities	  through	  neoclassical	  realist	  theory.	  	  	  The	  study	  is	  structured	  as	  follows.	  Chapter	  2	  provides	  a	  literature	  review	  on	  Russian	  energy	  policy.	  Chapter	  3,	  the	  theoretical	  framework,	  explains	  this	  thesis’	  adoption	  of	  neoclassical	  realist	  theory:	  the	  lens	  through	  which	  Russian	  energy	  policy	  towards	  Ukraine	  is	  evaluated.	  Chapter	  4	  sets	  out	  the	  case	  study	  method	  and	  how	  the	  data	  will	  be	  collected.	  Chapter	  5	  provides	  data	  on	  Russian	  economic	  power	  and	  it’s	  capabilities,	  and	  how	  much	  this	  has	  been	  impacted	  by	  the	  outcomes	  of	  Ukraine	  crisis	  (in	  particular,	  the	  sanctions	  imposed	  on	  Moscow	  by	  the	  US	  and	  EU)	  and	  what	  Russia	  has	  to	  mitigate	  it,	  through	  the	  prism	  of	  independent	  and	  intervening	  variables.	  The	  dependent	  variable	  –	  Russian	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  itself	  –	  is	  evaluated	  with	  reference	  to	  the	  data	  in	  a	  broader	  discussion	  in	  Chapter	  6,	  before	  the	  Conclusion	  summarises	  the	  findings	  and	  draws	  this	  thesis	  to	  a	  close.	  	  	  It	  will	  be	  discussed	  that	  Russia	  has	  emerged	  from	  the	  crisis	  in	  a	  surprisingly	  strong	  position:	  that	  the	  economic	  impact	  of	  sanctions	  and	  falling	  gas	  prices	  has	  barely	  affected	  its	  ruling	  elites,	  and	  that	  its	  medium-­‐term	  position,	  diversifying	  into	  various	  new	  markets	  while	  remaining	  indispensable	  to	  European	  ones,	  is	  good.	  Ukraine,	  by	  contrast,	  remains	  dependent:	  meaning	  its	  future	  bargaining	  position	  regarding	  its	  enormous	  neighbour	  may	  prove	  weaker.	  
Chapter 2: Literature Review The	  available	  literature	  suggests	  that	  gas-­‐producing	  states	  are	  potentially	  better	  suited	  to	  use	  their	  resources	  as	  a	  foreign	  policy	  instrument	  than	  their	  oil-­‐producing	  counterparts.	  In	  contrast	  to	  oil,	  the	  international	  market	  for	  natural	  gas	  is	  not	  yet	  fully	  developed.	  The	  international	  gas	  trade	  occurs	  mostly	  in	  three	  separate	  markets:	  North	  America,	  Asia	  and	  Europe.	  The	  transportation	  of	  natural	  gas	  necessitates	  the	  expansion	  of	  costly	  infrastructure	  which	  hinders	  the	  prospect	  of	  countries	  changing	  gas	  providers	  (O’Sullivan,	  2013).	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  The	  Russian	  Federation	  takes	  the	  world’s	  major	  natural	  gas	  reserves	  (Kropatcheva,	  2014).	  Rutland	  (2008,	  p.1)	  states	  that	  “Russia	  accounts	  for	  22	  per	  cent	  of	  global	  output	  of	  natural	  gas	  and	  holds	  27	  per	  cent	  of	  proven	  reserves”.	  Moreover,	  Russia	  controls	  the	  export	  and	  transit	  of	  the	  energy	  resources	  of	  Kazakhstan	  and	  Turkmenistan,	  as	  the	  pipelines	  cross	  its	  land.	  Russia	  is	  also	  the	  leader	  in	  world	  gas	  exports:	  some	  26.7%	  in	  total.	  This	  leaves	  Russian	  foreign	  policy	  with	  a	  major	  influence	  on	  regional	  peace	  and	  global	  energy	  security	  (Varol,	  2013;	  Nygren,	  2008;	  Milov,	  2006;	  Kropatcheva,	  2013).	  A	  study	  of	  its	  resource	  diplomacy	  can	  provide	  vital	  insights	  on	  contemporary	  geopolitics,	  as	  well	  as	  for	  other	  energy-­‐rich	  states	  who	  may	  seek	  to	  emulate	  Russian	  influence	  in	  the	  years	  ahead.	  	  	  States	  with	  tremendous	  energy	  resources	  are	  bound	  to	  seek	  to	  exploit	  these	  to	  their	  benefit.	  Energy	  is	  the	  primary	  vehicle	  for	  advancing	  their	  interests;	  and	  hence,	  the	  instrument	  conveyed	  in	  their	  grand	  geopolitical	  strategies.	  Given	  that	  oil	  and	  gas	  estimates	  for	  more	  than	  half	  of	  the	  energy	  utilized	  in	  the	  world,	  it	  should	  be	  no	  surprise	  that	  energy-­‐related	  security	  issues	  are	  often	  prevalent	  (O’Sullivan,	  2013).	  	  	  The	  energy	  sector	  has	  always	  been	  a	  key	  strategic	  aspect	  for	  countries	  as	  it	  has	  fundamental	  significance	  in	  inquiries	  of	  welfare.	  In	  geopolitical	  terms,	  energy	  is	  subjugated	  to	  bigger	  national	  security	  objectives	  and	  provides	  a	  means	  of	  governance	  and	  foreign	  policy	  making	  (Goldthau	  and	  Boersma,	  2014).	  O’Sullivan	  (2013)	  highlights	  energy-­‐related	  issues,	  with	  the	  examples	  of	  Saudi	  Arabia	  ceasing	  oil	  trading	  with	  the	  UK	  and	  France	  during	  the	  1956	  Suez	  crisis;	  and	  the	  1973	  Arab	  oil	  embargo,	  in	  response	  to	  Washington’s	  decision	  to	  replenish	  Israel’s	  emaciated	  weaponry.	  The	  latter	  case	  caused	  a	  serious	  global	  recession	  and	  highly	  destructive	  ‘stagflation’	  (O’Sullivan,	  2013,	  p.37).	  Moreover,	  for	  15	  days	  in	  January	  2009,	  Russia	  halted	  its	  gas	  supplies	  to	  and	  through	  Ukraine	  because	  of	  the	  latter’s	  accumulating	  debts:	  resulting	  in	  serious	  shortages	  across	  southeastern	  Europe	  in	  mid-­‐winter,	  and	  calling	  into	  severe	  question	  the	  energy	  security	  of	  the	  countries	  affected	  (O’Sullivan,	  2013).	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The	  literature	  on	  Russia's	  energy	  policy	  reveals	  that	  Moscow	  acts	  from	  a	  position	  of	  power,	  and	  seeks	  to	  influence	  other	  players	  and	  situations	  (Kropatcheva,	  2013).	  Baran	  and	  Pirog,	  cited	  in	  Hashim	  (2010,	  p.268),	  note	  how	  Russia	  has	  periodically	  halted	  gas	  supplies	  to	  various	  destinations,	  such	  as	  Moldova	  in	  January	  2003	  and	  2006.	  This	  was	  the	  result	  of	  price	  disputes;	  with	  Russia	  able	  to	  exercise	  its	  dominion	  and	  extract	  political	  concessions.	  Belarus	  found	  that	  the	  price	  it	  was	  charged	  doubled;	  Georgia,	  Armenia,	  Ukraine,	  Moldova	  and	  Azerbaijan	  all	  had	  to	  pay	  considerably	  more;	  and	  Western	  European	  countries,	  also	  dependent	  on	  Russian	  gas	  supplies,	  must	  have	  noted	  these	  developments	  with	  real	  concern.	  	  Varol	  (2013)	  shows	  how	  Russia	  has	  used	  its	  economic	  capacity	  to	  punish	  or	  reward	  countries	  which	  are	  energy	  dependent.	  Varol	  (2013)	  divides	  Russian	  foreign	  energy	  relations	  with	  Europe,	  the	  ‘Near	  Abroad’,	  and	  China;	  and	  categorized	  countries	  as	  low	  dependent,	  moderate	  dependent,	  dependent,	  and	  highly	  dependent.	  According	  to	  her	  investigation,	  Russia	  is	  keen	  to	  use	  its	  energy	  tool	  anytime	  it	  feels	  threat	  posed	  to	  its	  regional	  security.	  The	  ‘Near	  Abroad’,	  namely	  members	  of	  the	  former	  Soviet	  bloc,	  is	  particularly	  vulnerable	  to	  Russian	  intimidation.	  The	  Georgian	  example	  in	  2008,	  meanwhile,	  illustrated	  that	  Russia	  would	  not	  give	  way	  on	  NATO	  membership	  for	  its	  close	  neighbours,	  as	  this	  would	  prevent	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  South	  Stream	  project	  and	  imperil	  its	  control	  of	  the	  Black	  Sea	  area.	  Russian	  resource	  diplomacy	  is	  primarily	  centred	  on	  its	  state	  interests.	  Whether	  to	  cut	  off	  supplies	  or	  stop	  gas	  being	  transited	  depends	  on	  the	  power	  of	  recipient	  states;	  yet	  even	  Western	  European	  states	  can	  be	  intimidated,	  such	  is	  the	  extent	  of	  their	  energy	  dependence	  on	  Moscow.	  Nygren	  (2008)	  also	  argues	  that	  Russian	  leader	  Vladimir	  Putin	  utilizes	  energy	  and	  transit	  advantages	  to	  promote	  Moscow’s	  foreign	  policy	  goals	  and	  politicize	  the	  energy	  sector	  against	  ex-­‐Soviet	  states.	  His	  research	  examines	  the	  scope,	  extent	  and	  reasons	  behind	  the	  Russian	  energy	  monopoly,	  and	  its	  use	  as	  a	  foreign	  policy	  instrument.	  	  Nygren	  (2008)	  posits	  that	  Putin’s	  tactic	  of	  controlling	  energy	  resources	  is	  directly	  linked	  to	  his	  aim	  of	  rebuilding	  Russia’s	  Great	  Power	  status	  through	  economic	  domination.	  In	  such	  regard,	  he	  refers	  to	  the	  ‘gas	  wars’	  in	  Ukraine	  and	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Belarus	  in	  2006	  and	  2007.	  In	  the	  former	  case,	  Russia	  cut	  off	  supplies	  to	  Ukraine	  for	  three	  days	  at	  the	  start	  of	  2006	  because	  of	  alleged	  non-­‐payment;	  and	  Naftogaz,	  the	  state-­‐owned	  Ukrainian	  oil	  and	  gas	  supplier,	  later	  admitted	  that	  it	  had	  withheld	  some	  Russian	  supplies	  intended	  for	  transit	  to	  elsewhere	  in	  Europe	  (BBC	  News,	  2006).	  In	  the	  latter,	  Gazprom	  combined	  with	  Russian	  pipeline	  company,	  Transneft,	  to	  stop	  pumping	  oil	  into	  Druzhba	  pipeline	  running	  through	  Belarus,	  because	  of	  it	  being	  siphoned	  off	  without	  prior	  agreement	  (BBC	  News,	  2007).	  Russia	  has	  two	  weapons	  here:	  the	  ‘Tap	  Weapon’	  and	  the	  ‘Transit	  Weapon’	  (Nygren,	  2008).	  As	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Ukraine,	  the	  former	  manipulates	  gas	  pricing	  for	  heavily	  dependent	  states;	  the	  latter	  offers	  them	  access	  through	  Russian	  pipelines	  to	  European	  markets.	  In	  regards	  to	  the	  transit	  issues,	  Nygren	  (2008)	  also	  highlights	  ‘pipeline	  politics’,	  whereby	  pipeline	  routes	  in	  the	  Caspian	  Sea	  and	  Central	  Asia	  have	  been	  prone	  to	  manipulation.	  Vladimir	  Milov	  (2006),	  the	  former	  Russian	  Deputy	  Energy	  Minister,	  states	  that	  Russian	  energy	  diplomacy	  began	  in	  2003-­‐4	  with	  state	  intervention	  and	  what	  became	  known	  as	  the	  Yukos	  affair.	  Milov	  (2006)	  argues	  that	  Putin	  uses	  the	  country’s	  enormous	  energy	  resources	  for	  political	  purposes.	  Major	  energy	  companies	  such	  as	  Gazprom,	  Unified	  Energy	  Systems,	  Rosneft	  and	  others	  form	  an	  instrument	  of	  Russian	  foreign	  policy.	  Post-­‐Soviet	  states	  are	  the	  main	  targets	  of	  this,	  due	  to	  their	  resource	  dependence	  and	  post-­‐imperial	  political	  disorder.	  	  High-­‐energy	  prices	  were	  the	  key	  variable	  in	  the	  use	  of	  resources	  in	  foreign	  policy.	  Varol	  (2013)	  notes	  that	  Russia	  could	  implement	  an	  assertive	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  as	  long	  as	  its	  economy	  remained	  in	  profit	  from	  energy	  exports.	  According	  to	  the	  Orttung	  and	  Overland	  (2010),	  the	  highest	  peak	  of	  the	  use	  of	  energy	  card	  was	  in	  2007-­‐2008	  when	  the	  energy	  prices	  were	  high.	  “The	  extent	  to	  which	  energy	  is	  an	  effective	  instrument	  in	  Russian	  foreign	  policy	  depends	  in	  part	  on	  the	  general	  price	  level”	  (Nygren,	  2008,	  p.4).	  This	  both	  helped	  Russia	  revive	  its	  Great	  Power	  status,	  and	  re-­‐integrated	  the	  economies	  of	  the	  former	  Soviet	  countries.	  Hashim	  (2010)	  also	  concurs	  that	  the	  Russian	  monopoly	  over	  energy	  resources	  was	  made	  possible	  by	  high	  oil	  and	  gas	  prices.	  In	  consequence,	  the	  actualities	  above	  altogether	  affected	  on	  Russian	  foreign	  and	  domestic	  policies,	  which,	  expanded	  the	  capability	  of	  Russia	  to	  increase	  the	  power	  on	  the	  worldwide	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scene.	  With	  all	  this	  greatly	  increasing	  Russian	  geopolitical	  power,	  Milov	  (2006)	  called	  for	  an	  international	  legal	  framework,	  which	  would	  regulate	  energy	  supplies,	  securing	  these	  for	  EU	  member	  states,	  and	  transit	  countries	  with	  a	  more	  sustainable,	  multidimensional	  method.	  	  	  Yet	  the	  literature	  also	  highlights	  certain	  limitations	  with	  energy	  as	  a	  tool	  of	  foreign	  policy.	  Energy	  is	  deployed	  as	  a	  political	  weapon,	  however	  the	  conditions	  in	  which	  this	  can	  be	  effective	  are	  often	  limited	  and	  certain	  with	  quite	  high	  risks	  (O’Sullivan,	  2013).	  Orttung	  and	  Overland	  (2010)	  investigated	  Russian	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  by	  creating	  a	  dataset	  of	  31	  energy	  conflicts	  with	  20	  different	  states	  between	  2000	  and	  2010.	  They	  agree	  that	  Russia	  has	  sought	  to	  expand	  its	  political	  power	  and	  grow	  its	  profits	  from	  energy	  exports;	  yet	  it	  needs	  more	  tools	  at	  its	  disposal.	  As	  an	  example,	  in	  2010,	  Moscow	  returned	  to	  a	  strategy	  of	  price	  rewarding	  –	  the	  carrot,	  rather	  than	  the	  stick	  -­‐	  to	  persuade	  Ukraine	  to	  allow	  its	  continued	  use	  of	  its	  key	  naval	  base	  in	  the	  Crimea	  (Astrov,	  2011,	  p.	  82).	  This	  illustrates	  the	  limits	  of	  Russian	  foreign	  energy	  policy,	  with	  more	  transit	  routes	  actually	  leading	  to	  more	  difficulties.	  	  Hashim	  (2010)	  notes	  numerous	  constraints	  facing	  the	  Kremlin,	  including	  technical	  and	  investment	  reliance	  on	  Western	  states,	  and	  failure	  to	  modernize	  Russia’s	  energy	  infrastructure.	  Kropatcheva	  (2013)	  emphasizes	  the	  recently	  developed	  ‘shale	  gas	  revolutions’,	  which	  can	  hinder	  Russia’s	  ability	  to	  use	  energy	  as	  a	  political	  tool.	  Despite	  the	  fact	  that	  Russia	  will	  remain	  an	  important	  global	  energy	  actor,	  its	  power	  capacities	  have	  begun	  to	  decrease	  –	  with	  factors	  such	  as	  the	  2008	  financial	  crisis,	  development	  of	  new	  energy	  sources,	  variation	  of	  logistics	  and	  approaches,	  and	  expanding	  worldwide	  competition	  between	  providers,	  all	  playing	  a	  part	  here	  (Kropatcheva,	  2013).	  	  The	  literature	  above	  suggests	  that	  so	  long	  as	  its	  economy	  is	  so	  dependent	  on	  energy	  exports,	  an	  active	  Russian	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  can	  surely	  be	  expected	  (Varol,	  2013;	  Nygren,	  2008;	  Milov,	  2006;	  Kropatcheva,	  2013).	  Yet	  considering	  the	  effects	  of	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis,	  the	  decline	  in	  hydrocarbon	  prices	  may	  be	  affecting	  Moscow’s	  ability	  to	  use	  its	  natural	  gas	  supplies	  as	  a	  political	  weapon.	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Therefore,	  the	  research	  question	  of	  this	  thesis	  is:	  	  “Has	  the	  2014	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcomes	  weakened	  Russia’s	  abilities	  to	  use	  its	  gas	  weapon	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Ukraine?”	  
Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework Since	  the	  1990s,	  Russian	  foreign	  policy	  has	  been	  driven	  by	  the	  idea	  of	  the	  balance	  of	  power:	  of	  multipolarity,	  which	  could	  challenge	  growing	  American	  unipolarity.	  According	  to	  Lebedeva	  (cited	  in	  Varol,	  2013),	  it	  is	  a	  classical	  realist	  convention	  to	  use	  polarity	  in	  international	  relations.	  With	  regards	  to	  the	  energy	  sector,	  Russia	  has	  pursued	  both	  political	  and	  economic	  objectives.	  State	  interests	  and	  those	  of	  energy	  companies	  may	  coincide.	  However,	  when	  economic	  and	  political	  interests	  have	  conflicted,	  Russia	  has	  prioritized	  the	  latter,	  to	  the	  harm	  of	  the	  former:	  which	  is	  why	  a	  realist	  case	  holds	  true	  (Kropatcheva,	  2013).	  	  	  The	  main	  theoretical	  prism	  of	  this	  thesis	  is	  that	  of	  neoclassical	  realist	  theory.	  Which	  combines	  classical	  realism	  at	  domestic	  level;	  and	  neo-­‐realism,	  which	  stresses	  the	  organization	  of	  the	  international	  system.	  Neoclassical	  realism	  (NCR)	  (Rose,	  1998)	  emphasizes	  the	  role	  of	  political	  leaders	  in	  decision-­‐making	  (Lobell	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  Orban	  (cited	  in	  Varol,	  2013)	  posits	  that	  NCR	  can	  explain	  the	  expansion	  of	  Russian	  energy	  firms	  into	  Central	  Europe.	  This	  owed	  mainly	  to	  the	  dominant	  perceptions	  of	  elites	  about	  Russian	  national	  prestige	  and	  potential	  revenues.	  Yet	  NCR	  also	  explains	  the	  energy	  card	  manipulation	  of	  post-­‐Soviet	  countries;	  as	  according	  to	  Milov	  (2006),	  the	  Russian	  political	  elite	  still	  harbours	  “post-­‐imperial	  syndrome”.	  	  	  To	  understand	  Russia's	  response	  to	  its	  external	  challenges	  (in	  our	  case	  Ukraine	  crisis),	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  study	  the	  perceptions	  of	  its	  officials,	  agents	  of	  its	  policy-­‐making	  organizations,	  and	  energy	  corporations	  (Kropatcheva,	  2013).	  According	  to	  neoclassical	  realist	  theory,	  a	  state’s	  power	  abilities	  and	  its	  political	  elites’	  view	  of	  these	  combine	  with	  the	  residential	  state	  structure	  in	  driving	  its	  foreign	  policy	  (Rose,	  1998).	  Nygren	  (2012)	  claims	  that	  most	  great	  powers,	  very	  much	  including	  Russia,	  rely	  on	  NCR	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  their	  foreign	  policy;	  and	  that	  Russian	  leaders	  recognize	  that	  resources	  play	  a	  key	  role	  in	  determining	  the	  achievability	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of	  state	  interests.	  Yet	  as	  Nygren	  (2012)	  also	  highlights,	  there	  is	  a	  need	  to	  emphasize	  the	  ideational	  paradigm	  in	  foreign	  policy	  discourse.	  	  	  Romanova	  (2012)	  notes	  the	  particular	  usefulness	  of	  NCR	  for	  Russia,	  whose	  political	  system,	  built	  around	  the	  highest	  governmental	  post	  of	  the	  state	  (the	  Presidency)	  differs	  from	  that	  of	  most	  other	  modern	  states.	  In	  essence,	  this	  system	  dates	  back	  as	  far	  as	  the	  Tsars.	  Trenin	  and	  Lo	  (2005,	  cited	  in	  Romanova,	  2012)	  explain	  how	  the	  Soviet	  Politburo	  replaced	  foreign	  policy	  (and	  many	  other	  spheres)	  with	  imperial	  power;	  before	  imperial	  power	  was	  replaced	  by	  the	  presidential	  administration	  of	  the	  Kremlin.	  This	  was	  facilitated	  by	  foreign	  policy	  having	  long	  been	  in	  the	  sphere	  of	  competence	  of	  the	  country’s	  most	  powerful	  individual.	  	  	  Nygren	  (2012)	  suggests	  that	  over	  the	  next	  decade,	  Russian	  foreign	  policy	  will	  continue	  to	  be	  driven	  by	  political	  elites	  dominated	  by	  strong	  neoclassical	  realist	  thinking;	  with	  Putin	  and	  his	  circle	  at	  the	  vanguard	  of	  this.	  Moscow’s	  foreign	  policy	  vision	  will	  be	  based	  on	  pragmatic	  perceptions	  of	  accessible	  resources,	  as	  well	  as	  ideational	  drivers	  such	  as	  national	  interests,	  and	  perceptions	  as	  to	  Russia’s	  greatness.	  	  
Chapter 4: Methodology The	  methodological	  template	  to	  be	  applied	  in	  this	  thesis	  is	  that	  of	  a	  case	  study	  analysis,	  which	  will	  answer	  the	  research	  question:	  “Has	  the	  2014	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcomes	  weakened	  Russia’s	  abilities	  to	  use	  its	  gas	  weapon	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Ukraine”?	  Vladimir	  Putin’s	  third	  term	  as	  President	  is	  examined,	  because	  of	  the	  global	  changes	  which	  took	  place	  from	  2012,	  while	  many	  studies	  of	  Russian	  energy	  and	  foreign	  policy	  were	  conducted	  before	  that	  time.	  	  The	  Ukraine	  crisis	  has	  had	  a	  great	  impact	  on	  the	  Russian	  energy	  sector	  because	  of	  sanctions	  placed	  on	  Moscow	  by	  the	  EU	  and	  US;	  devaluation	  of	  the	  ruble;	  low	  energy	  prices;	  transit	  cut	  offs;	  obstruction	  of	  new	  pipeline	  routes,	  such	  as	  the	  South	  Stream;	  and	  the	  EU’s	  Third	  Energy	  Package.	  Moreover,	  the	  crisis	  has	  denoted	  an	  essential	  move	  from	  a	  time	  described	  by	  more	  precise	  market	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working	  to	  a	  much	  less	  systematized	  scramble	  for	  resources	  (Goldthau	  and	  Boersma,	  2014).	  	  	  The	  Russian	  Federation	  provides	  the	  case	  for	  analysis;	  but	  specifically	  with	  regard	  to	  Ukraine,	  amid	  the	  new	  environment	  engendered	  by	  the	  2014	  crisis.	  Since,	  Ukraine	  had	  already	  suffered	  from	  Russian	  energy	  price	  manipulation	  in	  2006	  and	  2009.	  	  The	  unit	  of	  my	  analysis	  is	  energy;	  specifically,	  the	  gas	  sector,	  where	  supply	  pressures	  are	  most	  effective,	  given	  that	  the	  oil	  trade	  is	  much	  more	  globalized.	  Russia’s	  neighbours,	  who	  cannot	  remedy	  their	  reliance	  on	  natural	  gas,	  are	  especially	  vulnerable.	  Russia	  therefore	  utilises	  its	  gas	  sector	  as	  a	  main	  foreign	  policy	  tool	  (Nygren,	  2008).	  	  	  The	  approach	  taken	  to	  answer	  the	  research	  question	  is	  that	  of	  inductive	  reasoning.	  My	  aim	  is	  to	  establish	  whether	  the	  crisis	  has	  weakened	  Russia’s	  abilities	  to	  use	  its	  gas	  weapon	  against	  Ukraine.	  The	  inductive	  approach	  of	  this	  thesis	  began	  through	  observation	  of	  the	  general	  trends	  of	  Russian	  foreign	  policy.	  Next,	  the	  use	  of	  energy	  as	  a	  foreign	  policy	  tool	  was	  observed.	  The	  literature	  review	  identified	  the	  main	  debates	  and	  gaps	  in	  academic	  works,	  leading	  to	  formulation	  of	  the	  research	  question,	  and	  a	  theoretical	  framework:	  neo-­‐classical	  realism.	  Inductively,	  the	  data	  will	  be	  collected	  based	  on	  a	  neoclassical	  realist	  approach,	  and	  evaluated	  to	  answer	  the	  research	  question.	  	  	  NCR	  is	  the	  main	  analytical	  tool	  of	  this	  research,	  and	  will	  analyze	  the	  data	  through	  the	  given	  variables.	  NCR	  is	  frequently	  used	  by	  academics	  to	  analyze	  foreign	  policy	  behaviour;	  here,	  it	  is	  used	  to	  analyze	  the	  capabilities	  of	  Russia’s	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  behaviour.	  	  	  Russia’s	  abilities	  to	  use	  its	  gas	  weapon	  towards	  a	  certain	  country	  may	  depend	  on	  many	  aspects.	  However,	  as	  Rose	  (1998,	  p.147)	  puts	  it:	  “Foreign	  policy	  choices	  are	  made	  by	  actual	  political	  leaders	  and	  elites,	  and	  so	  it	  is	  their	  perceptions	  of	  relative	  power	  that	  matter,	  not	  simply	  relative	  quantities	  of	  physical	  resources	  of	  forces	  in	  being”.	  Thus,	  the	  research	  makes	  use	  of	  independent	  and	  intervening	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variables,	  introduced	  by	  NCR.	  The	  independent	  variable	  involves	  Russia's	  material	  capabilities;	  the	  intervening	  variable	  consists	  of	  the	  research	  on	  political	  and	  energy	  elite	  perceptions,	  and	  domestic	  politics.	  	  Russian	  material	  capabilities	  are	  measured	  from	  2012	  to	  2016	  in	  terms	  of	  Gross	  Domestic	  Product	  (GDP),	  market	  gas	  prices	  in	  general,	  and	  Gazprom	  gas	  contracts.	  GDP	  and	  gas	  prices	  are	  obtained	  from	  the	  database	  of	  the	  World	  Bank	  and	  Gazprom’s	  official	  website.	  The	  data	  of	  gas	  contracts	  are	  collected	  from	  Gazprom	  transcripts,	  as	  well	  as	  scholarly	  articles.	  	  	  The	  data	  on	  political	  and	  energy	  elite	  perceptions	  is	  collected	  to	  understand	  driving	  threat	  perceptions	  during	  the	  2014	  Ukraine	  crisis,	  and	  the	  perceived	  power	  capabilities	  of	  resisting	  those	  threats.	  Sources	  here	  include	  the	  Kremlin	  and	  Gazprom	  official	  websites,	  which	  include	  archives	  of	  speeches,	  interviews	  and	  conferences.	  Data	  is	  also	  gathered	  from	  Russian	  and	  Western	  media	  sources,	  as	  well	  as	  official	  Russian	  documents.	  	  	  Domestic	  politics,	  the	  essential	  variable	  of	  NCR,	  is	  interrogated	  to	  acquire	  information	  on	  Putin’s	  power	  before	  and	  after	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis;	  and	  levels	  of	  support	  of	  the	  Russian	  people	  on	  the	  Kremlin’s	  policies	  towards	  Ukraine.	  Sources	  here	  include	  the	  Levada	  Center	  (an	  autonomous,	  non-­‐governmental	  polling	  and	  sociological	  investigation	  organization	  in	  Russia),	  UNIAN,	  the	  Kremlin’s	  official	  web	  page	  and	  secondary	  sources.	  	  	  According	  to	  NCR,	  the	  key	  variables	  are	  as	  follows:	  -­‐ Independent	  variable:	  allocation	  of	  power/	  wealth	  in	  the	  international	  system	  -­‐ Intervening	  variable:	  Domestic	  limitations	  and	  political	  elite	  perceptions	  -­‐ Dependent	  variable:	  Russian	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  	  	  Data	  regarding	  the	  independent	  and	  intervening	  variables	  is	  set	  out	  in	  Chapter	  5	  below:	  enabling	  Chapter	  6	  to	  comprehensively	  evaluate	  the	  dependent	  variable	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through	  the	  lens	  of	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  and	  especially,	  its	  ongoing,	  multifaceted	  aftermath.	  
	  
Chapter 5: Data and Analysis  
5.1	  Independent	  Variable:	  Allocation	  of	  power/wealth	  in	  the	  international	  
system	  
	  
5.1.1	  Material	  capabilities	  	  Measuring	  Russia's	  economic	  power,	  including	  GDP,	  gas	  prices,	  and	  major	  Gazprom	  contracts	  helps	  us	  identify	  the	  fundamentals	  underpinning	  its	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  towards	  Ukraine.	  From	  the	  start	  of	  his	  presidency,	  Putin	  emphasized	  the	  role	  of	  the	  Russian	  economy	  in	  a	  multipolar	  world.	  Economic	  power	  is	  a	  key	  foreign	  policy	  driver,	  with	  GDP	  and	  hydrocarbon	  prices	  linked	  to	  energy	  leverage	  (Nygren,	  2008).	  	  The	  database	  of	  the	  World	  Bank	  (Figure	  1)	  sets	  out	  the	  GDP	  rates	  of	  the	  Russian	  Federation	  between	  2012	  and	  2016.	  In	  2012,	  Russian	  GDP	  reached	  $2.17bn;	  rising	  to	  $2.23bn	  in	  2013.	  However,	  in	  2014,	  when	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  developed,	  it	  fell	  back	  to	  $2.06bn;	  before	  collapsing	  to	  just	  $1.36bn	  in	  2015	  and	  reaching	  the	  bottom	  of	  $1.2bn	  in	  2016.	  	  	  Figure	  1:	  Russia’s	  GDP	  rates	  2012-­‐2016	  
Nursultan	  Maratov	  S1786520	  
	  	  	  Source:	  The	  World	  Bank	  (http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?end=2016&locations=RU&start=2012)	  	  Gazprom	  (2017)’s	  gas	  prices,	  moreover,	  fell	  dramatically	  between	  2012	  and	  2015,	  as	  Table	  1	  sets	  out	  below.	  	  Table	  1:	  Gazprom	  export	  prices	  2012-­‐2016,	  US	  dollars	  per	  1000	  cubic	  metres	  	   2012	   2013	   2014	   2015	  Post-­‐Soviet	  Countries	   $305.5	  	   $266.5	   $262.1	   $194.2	  Other	  countries	   $385.1	   $380.5	   $349.4	   $245.6	  	  Source:	  Gazprom	  (http://www.gazprom.ru/about/marketing/europe/).	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  Figure	  2:	  Gazprom	  net	  profits	  	  
	  	  Source:	  Statista	  (https://www.statista.com/statistics/350810/profit-­‐gazprom-­‐worldwide/).	  	  Figure	  2	  above	  illustrates	  the	  enormous	  drop	  in	  Gazprom's	  net	  profits:	  from	  $32.58bn	  in	  2012,	  to	  $10.71bn	  by	  2015.	  	  	  A	  fall	  in	  international	  energy	  prices	  can	  threaten	  the	  long-­‐term	  feasibility	  of	  energy	  cooperation	  and	  even	  gas	  agreements	  themselves	  (Adamson,	  2015). Gazprom's	  income	  from	  gas	  deals	  with	  clients	  in	  Russia	  and	  the	  FSU	  peaked	  in	  2011	  and	  has	  been	  falling	  from	  that	  point	  onward,	  both	  in	  real	  monetary	  terms	  and	  aggregate	  incomes	  from	  gas	  deals.	  By	  2013,	  income	  from	  those	  two	  markets	  had	  tumbled	  to	  $39.7bn,	  from	  a	  pinnacle	  of	  $46.3bn	  in	  2011;	  while	  Russia	  and	  the	  FSU	  involved	  44%	  of	  aggregate	  incomes	  in	  2013,	  down	  from	  49%	  in	  2011.	  Despite	  Gazprom	  overseeing	  different	  organizations,	  gas	  remains	  predominant,	  representing	  almost	  three-­‐fifths	  of	  income	  in	  2013	  (Stern	  et	  al.,	  2015). 	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5.1.2	  Gazprom	  gas	  contracts	  (2012-­‐2016)	  
	  This	  section	  examines	  current	  Russia-­‐Ukraine	  tap	  and	  transit	  elements,	  as	  well	  as	  Gazprom	  gas	  contracts	  and	  deals	  made	  during	  and	  after	  the	  crisis,	  which	  can	  help	  indicate	  current	  and	  potential	  economic	  capabilities.	  Since	  the	  fall	  in	  hydrocarbon	  prices	  and	  imposition	  of	  punitive	  economic	  sanctions,	  the	  number	  of	  Russian	  gas	  export	  project	  statements	  has	  rise	  steeply.	  To	  secure	  its	  gas	  supply,	  Russia	  marked	  the	  biggest	  ever	  gas	  contract	  with	  China.	  Gazprom,	  moreover,	  signed	  a	  memorandum	  of	  understanding	  (MOU)	  with	  three	  European	  companies	  to	  build	  a	  second	  large	  gas	  pipeline	  system	  under	  the	  Baltic	  Sea:	  Nord	  Stream	  2.	  Both	  this	  and	  Turkish	  Stream	  are	  designed	  to	  bypass	  the	  critical	  transit	  route	  through	  Ukraine,	  utilized	  by	  40	  to	  50	  per	  cent	  of	  Russia’s	  current	  gas	  exports	  to	  Europe	  (Chow	  and	  Cuyler,	  2015).	  
	  
5.1.3	  Ukraine	  Tap	  and	  Chinese	  deal	  	  When	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  broke	  out,	  the	  2009	  gas	  contract	  between	  Gazprom	  and	  Naftogaz	  (its	  Ukrainian	  counterpart),	  scheduled	  to	  last	  10	  years,	  was	  cancelled.	  Gazprom	  interrupted	  gas	  supplies	  to	  Ukraine;	  contract	  price	  was	  linked	  to	  oil	  price	  prescriptions	  and	  take-­‐or-­‐pay	  requirements	  for	  gas	  consumptions.	  The	  gas	  price	  was	  around	  $250/1000cm,	  with	  a	  transit	  fee	  of	  $2.50	  per	  1000cm	  per	  100	  km	  (Russian	  Analytical	  Digest,	  2009,	  p.8).	  	  	  Current	  energy	  relations	  between	  Ukraine	  and	  Russia	  are	  nil.	  According	  to	  Naftogaz	  (2017),	  in	  2016,	  the	  supply	  of	  imported	  gas	  to	  Ukraine	  was	  carried	  out	  exclusively	  from	  the	  European	  market.	  Compared	  to	  2015,	  gas	  imports	  decreased	  by	  32%:	  from	  16.4bn	  cubic	  metres	  to	  11.1bn	  cubic	  metres.	  There	  were	  no	  supplies	  of	  imported	  gas	  from	  Russia.	  Again,	  according	  to	  Naftogaz	  (2017),	  the	  increase	  in	  import	  volumes	  by	  private	  traders	  and	  gas	  consumers	  is	  something	  of	  a	  success.	  The	  share	  of	  Naftogaz	  in	  imports	  continues	  to	  fall,	  in	  favour	  of	  private	  importers.	  Last	  year,	  these	  companies	  imported	  2.6	  times	  more	  gas	  than	  in	  2015	  -­‐	  2.9bn	  cubic	  metres,	  as	  against	  1.1bn	  cubic	  metres.	  Many	  participants	  managed	  to	  organize	  gas	  supplies	  to	  Ukraine	  from	  Europe,	  in	  volumes	  sufficient	  to	  meet	  the	  country's	  needs	  (Naftogaz,	  2016).	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  Russia,	  meanwhile,	  is	  suffering	  from	  the	  fall	  in	  energy	  prices	  and	  punitive	  international	  sanctions.	  However,	  the	  Russian–Chinese	  gas	  deal	  does	  constitute	  a	  successful	  response:	  a	  $400bn	  gas	  sale	  agreement	  for	  30	  years,	  covering	  a	  38bn	  cubic	  metre	  (bcm)	  pipeline	  route.	  Estimated	  costs	  to	  the	  Russian	  side	  will	  be	  around	  $55bn;	  it	  is	  planned	  for	  completion	  in	  2018.	  Why	  it	  is	  important	  to	  consider	  this	  agreement	  in	  the	  light	  of	  Ukraine	  crisis?	  As	  it	  helps	  to	  diversify	  it’s	  economic	  gas	  capabilities	  and	  shows	  to	  the	  West	  that	  it	  has	  options	  that	  is	  vital	  to	  Putin	  in	  his	  domestic	  and	  international	  stance	  (Adamson,	  2015).	  Importantly,	  how	  does	  it	  relate	  to	  Ukraine?	  As	  the	  latter	  started	  to	  use	  the	  ‘reverse	  flow’	  of	  gas	  (second	  hand	  Russian	  gas)	  from	  the	  EU	  	  (Pirani	  and	  Yafimava	  2016)	  and	  will	  be	  affected	  by	  Russia’s	  leverage	  on	  EU	  if	  the	  diversification	  successes	  (Will	  be	  further	  developed	  in	  the	  following	  Chapter	  6).	  	  	  According	  to	  Aleksei	  Miller	  (Gazprom,	  2014),	  this	  is	  the	  world's	  largest	  investment	  project:	  expected	  to	  create	  a	  large-­‐scale	  gas	  infrastructure	  in	  the	  east	  of	  Russia,	  which	  will	  foster	  development	  of	  the	  region's	  economy.	  The	  project	  will	  encompass	  disposal	  of	  the	  gas	  in	  China,	  building	  out	  gas-­‐manufacturing	  hubs	  and	  the	  further	  supply	  of	  this	  capacity	  via	  the	  appropriate	  logistical	  system	  to	  East	  Siberian	  regions;	  and	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  significant	  export	  system	  of	  Russian	  gas	  to	  the	  Asia-­‐Pacific	  region.	  As	  another	  example,	  a	  December	  2016’s	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  with	  JBIC	  between	  PJSC	  Gazprom	  and	  Mitsui	  set	  a	  long-­‐lasting	  relationship	  in	  place,	  and	  enhanced	  the	  collaboration	  between	  two	  giants	  over	  the	  Sakhalin-­‐2	  project	  (Gazprom,	  2016).	  	  Not	  only	  Russian	  projections	  are	  optimistic	  regarding	  the	  new	  pipeline;	  Chinese	  ones	  are	  too.	  Zhen	  Wang,	  of	  the	  China	  National	  Petroleum	  Company	  (CNPC),	  noted	  that	  the	  deal	  would	  help	  China	  meet	  its	  emissions	  targets	  by	  moving	  away	  from	  to	  cleaner	  sources	  of	  energy;	  embraced	  co-­‐operation	  between	  both	  countries	  “in	  the	  whole	  chain;	  upstream,	  downstream,	  pipeline”;	  and	  highlighted	  possible	  future	  geographical	  and	  political	  advantages	  (Platts,	  2015).	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5.1.4	  Ukraine	  Transit	  bypassed	  
	  Importantly,	  Naftogaz	  (2016)	  confirm	  that	  Ukraine	  remains	  the	  main	  route	  for	  the	  delivery	  of	  Russian	  gas	  to	  the	  EU.	  According	  to	  Reuters	  (2012),	  Gazprom	  provides	  Europe	  with	  a	  1/4	  of	  its	  gas	  needs;	  some	  2/3of	  that	  goes	  across	  pipelines	  throughout	  Ukraine.	  Therefore,	  Ukraine	  has	  always	  had	  a	  chance	  to	  resist	  Russia’s	  attempts	  to	  use	  a	  gas	  energy	  weapon,	  however	  Russia	  always	  looked	  at	  ways	  to	  bypass	  them.	  	  The	  Turkish	  stream	  and	  Nord	  stream	  projects	  are	  designed	  to	  bypass	  this	  critical	  transit	  route.	  The	  former	  represented	  a	  salvage	  point	  during	  the	  sharp	  decline	  in	  global	  energy	  prices.	  Putin’s	  abolition	  of	  South	  Stream	  validity	  will	  only	  increase	  the	  priority	  of	  the	  Turkish	  stream,	  designed	  to	  avoid	  any	  need	  to	  transit	  gas	  through	  Ukraine.	  Two	  strings	  of	  the	  construction	  imply	  the	  basic	  idea:	  each	  release	  will	  have	  a	  capacity	  of	  15.75bn	  cubic	  metres	  of	  gas	  per	  annum.	  The	  first	  string	  is	  proposed	  to	  deliver	  gas	  to	  Turkey;	  the	  second	  string	  to	  the	  EU.	  	  According	  to	  Stern	  et	  al.	  (2015),	  a	  new	  system	  of	  gas	  supply	  would	  guarantee	  prosperous	  gas	  purveyance	  without	  any	  risks	  of	  interruption;	  moreover,	  constructional	  development	  of	  the	  logistical	  system	  will	  increase	  the	  intention	  of	  the	  supply	  company	  (Gazprom)	  to	  transit	  to	  its	  south-­‐east	  European	  consumers	  with	  more	  synergy	  costs.	  Although	  logistical	  system	  barriers	  or	  European	  regulatory	  sanctions	  may	  present	  themselves,	  the	  system	  is	  intended	  to	  protect	  a	  substantial	  proportion	  of	  the	  market.	  The	  rejection	  of	  the	  South	  Stream	  owed	  to	  its	  complicated	  regulatory	  framework;	  in	  contrast,	  Turkish	  pipelines	  will	  provide	  long-­‐lasting	  income	  opportunities	  over	  future	  decades.	  Overall,	  the	  main	  intention	  of	  the	  system	  will	  be	  to	  meet	  contractual	  obligations	  to	  Turkey	  and	  southeast	  European	  countries,	  and	  bypass	  Ukraine.	  The	  affordable	  size	  of	  Turkish	  pipeline	  will	  help	  the	  system	  be	  established	  conveniently	  (Baghirov,	  2015).	  Nord	  Stream	  2	  is	  a	  more	  opaque	  system,	  able	  to	  transfer	  55bn	  cubic	  meters	  of	  gas	  annually	  from	  Russia	  to	  Germany	  through	  the	  Baltic	  Sea.	  Such	  is	  the	  increasing	  demand	  and	  falling	  production	  levels	  in	  Europe,	  Nord	  Stream	  2	  will	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help	  double	  the	  volume	  of	  exports	  of	  Russian	  gas	  to	  the	  European	  market.	  According	  to	  company	  press	  releases,	  Gazprom	  increased	  gas	  exports	  to	  Germany	  by	  37%	  between	  1	  and	  15	  February.	  Pipeline’s	  capacity	  exceeded	  its	  planned	  performance	  by	  10%:	  producing	  165.2	  mcm	  per	  day	  for	  four	  days	  in	  a	  row	  between	  4	  and	  8	  January	  (Gazprom	  Export,	  2017).	  	  	  	  Due	  to	  the	  increase	  in	  EU	  gas	  demand,	  utilization	  of	  Nord	  Stream	  has	  also	  been	  rising	  rapidly,	  with	  total	  volumes	  transported	  rising	  from	  23.8	  bcm	  in	  2013	  to	  43.8	  bcm	  in	  2016.	  The	  European	  Commission	  (EC)	  regulatory	  decision	  approving	  Gazprom’s	  access	  to	  80%	  of	  OPAL	  pipeline	  capacity	  allows	  the	  company	  to	  use	  close	  to	  the	  full	  capacity	  of	  Nord	  Stream	  (55	  bcm)	  this	  year,	  reducing	  transit	  via	  Ukraine	  by	  a	  further	  10	  bcm	  (Pirani,	  2017).	  Transit	  volumes	  through	  Ukraine	  may	  fall	  as	  low	  as	  37	  bcm	  post-­‐2020	  (Bros,	  2016).	  	  Figure	  2:	  Gazprom	  gas	  pipeline	  projects	  in	  westward	  direction	  
	  Source:	  Marketpost	  (http://marketpost.net/raznoe/2016/11/13/rossiiskii-­‐gaz.html).	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Moreover,	  Gazprom	  has	  begun	  to	  vary	  its	  marketing	  methodology	  by	  utilizing	  a	  mixture	  of	  methods:	  including	  longstanding	  contracts,	  auctions,	  Gazprom	  Marketing	  and	  Trading,	  and	  via	  a	  European	  utility	  Wingas	  (Bros,	  2016).	  Gas	  auctions	  make	  it	  possible	  to	  increase	  volumes	  sold.	  The	  first	  such	  auction	  was	  established	  in	  September	  2015,	  which	  involved	  delivery	  through	  the	  Nord	  Stream	  pipeline.	  The	  trading	  outcome	  agreed	  the	  sale	  of	  1.2	  bcm	  of	  gas	  to	  15	  clients.	  Gazprom	  established	  commercial	  auctions	  in	  the	  second,	  third	  and	  fourth	  quarters	  in	  2016:	  with	  80	  lots	  sold	  to	  6	  clients,	  and	  more	  than	  420	  mcm	  of	  gas	  (Gazprom,	  2016).	  Subsequently,	  it	  has	  gained	  adaptability	  and	  can	  adjust	  considerably	  quicker	  to	  market	  variations	  (Bros,	  2016).	  	  This	  analysis	  of	  material	  capabilities	  is	  vital	  in	  understanding	  foreign	  policy	  behaviour.	  However,	  the	  ideational	  aspect	  is	  no	  less	  important.	  Neoclassical	  realists'	  assumptions	  (Rose,	  1998)	  hold	  that	  foreign	  policy	  is	  generated	  after	  systemic	  variables	  have	  been	  filtered	  through	  political	  leaders'	  perceptions;	  and	  consequently,	  may	  affect	  policies	  pursued	  by	  Russia.	  	  
5.2	  Intervening	  Variable:	  Political	  elite	  perceptions	  and	  domestic	  limitations	  	  
	  
5.2.1	  Political	  elite	  perceptions	  2012-­‐2016	  of	  Ukraine	  crisis	  	  NCR	  holds	  that	  it	  is	  important	  to	  consider	  elite	  perceptions	  of	  capabilities	  and	  threats:	  in	  this	  case,	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis.	  The	  material	  collected	  examines	  the	  attitude	  and	  perceived	  views	  on	  the	  effects	  of	  the	  crisis	  on	  the	  Russian	  economy.	  The	  overall	  trend	  indicates	  that	  the	  Russian	  political	  elite	  did	  not	  view	  the	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcomes	  as	  a	  real	  threat,	  or	  focus	  on	  the	  country’s	  economic	  weaknesses.	  The	  intervening	  variable	  helps	  draw	  a	  picture	  of	  their	  responses	  to	  perceived	  threats (Kropatcheva,	  2013)	  During	  the	  plenary	  session	  of	  the	  2016	  St.	  Petersburg	  International	  Economic	  Forum,	  Putin	  confidently	  stated	  that	  Russia	  could	  solve	  the	  most	  acute	  problems	  in	  the	  economy;	  and	  that	  the	  country	  looked	  forward	  to	  resuming	  growth.	  He	  highlighted	  that	  Russia	  had	  maintained	  its	  reserves,	  with	  capital	  outflow	  significantly	  decreasing;	  in	  comparison	  with	  the	  first	  quarter	  of	  2015,	  it	  had	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decreased	  fivefold.	  The	  inflation	  rate	  has	  also	  fallen;	  twice	  as	  much	  in	  comparison	  to	  2015	  and	  2016	  (Kremlin,	  2016a).	  	  	  Recent	  figures	  from	  Rosstat,	  Russia’s	  statistics	  agency	  appear	  to	  bear	  this	  optimism	  out	  (Bofit,	  2017);	  but	  these	  are	  based	  on	  controversially	  revised	  methodology,	  and	  have	  not	  persuaded	  Western-­‐based	  sources	  (Aleksashenko,	  2017;	  Wisniewska,	  2017)	  of	  their	  accuracy.	  That	  said,	  the	  World	  Bank’s	  most	  recently	  published	  Russia	  Economic	  Report	  (World	  Bank,	  2017)	  also	  identifies	  the	  green	  shoots	  of	  recovery.	  	  	  	  Interestingly,	  Putin	  suggested	  that	  a	  world	  slowdown	  could	  be	  caused	  by	  US	  and	  EU	  sanctions,	  and	  highlighted	  the	  specific	  role	  and	  indispensable	  pole	  of	  the	  Russian	  economy.	  At	  the	  forum,	  ‘Russia	  Calling!’	  the	  President	  acknowledged	  that	  sanctions	  affect	  Russian	  technological	  accessibility,	  but	  also	  damage	  their	  instigators.	  “This,	  by	  the	  way,	  does	  not	  only	  damage	  the	  Russian	  economy	  but	  the	  global	  economy	  as	  a	  whole,	  because	  the	  Russian	  economy	  is	  certainly	  an	  important	  sector	  and	  the	  global	  economy…	  those	  who	  do	  this	  harm	  themselves	  in	  the	  end”.	  Promising	  that	  Russia	  would	  cope	  with	  these	  problems,	  he	  noted	  that	  the	  key	  task	  of	  the	  government	  was	  to	  formulate	  a	  list	  of	  activities	  to	  improve	  the	  skills	  of	  Russian	  workers,	  which	  must	  meet	  world	  standards	  (The	  Kremlin,	  2015).	  	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  here	  how	  confident	  Putin	  clearly	  remains	  in	  Russia's	  power	  capabilities.	  In	  an	  interview	  with	  Bloomberg,	  he	  stated	  that	  Russia	  has	  become	  more	  economically	  developed,	  which	  has	  allowed	  it	  to	  resist	  Western	  sanctions;	  unlike,	  in	  his	  view,	  would	  have	  been	  the	  case	  10-­‐15	  years	  ago.	  Now,	  he	  argued,	  Russia	  had	  the	  capacity	  to	  both	  resist	  sanctions	  on	  agriculture	  and	  impact	  global	  economic	  conditions	  (Kremlin,	  2016b).	  Putin	  also	  noted	  that	  sanctions	  had	  provided	  the	  impetus	  for	  Russia	  to	  diversify	  away	  from	  its	  heavy	  reliance	  on	  oil	  and	  dependency	  on	  imports,	  and	  develop	  high	  tech	  activities.	  	  The	  Board	  of	  Directors	  of	  PJSC	  Gazprom	  also	  feels	  confident	  in	  their	  response	  measures	  and	  contracts,	  which	  helped	  limit	  the	  effects	  of	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis.	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Western	  sanctions	  were	  imposed	  on	  the	  Gazprom	  Group	  in	  2015-­‐6.	  Gazprom	  timely	  and	  promptly	  assessed	  the	  impact	  of	  and	  risk	  associated	  with	  these	  sanctions	  on	  the	  Group's	  activities,	  and	  took	  a	  number	  of	  measures	  to	  minimize	  negative	  consequences.	  As	  a	  result,	  sanctions	  did	  not	  have	  a	  significant	  impact	  on	  Gazprom's	  work:	  which	  includes	  execution,	  prolongation	  of	  existing	  contracts	  and	  the	  conclusion	  of	  new	  ones	  with	  foreign	  counterparts,	  but	  are	  not	  critical	  to	  its	  current	  operations	  (Gazprom,	  2016).	  	  At	  a	  press	  conference	  in	  Moscow,	  representatives	  of	  Gazprom	  acknowledged	  that	  its	  supplies	  to	  Europe	  and	  revenue	  had	  fallen.	  However,	  the	  monopoly	  remains	  convinced	  that	  the	  EU	  does	  not	  have	  alternatives	  to	  Russian	  gas.	  The	  perception	  of	  its	  power	  capabilities	  is	  rather	  affirmative.	  Gazprom	  believes	  that	  no	  exporting	  country,	  except	  Russia,	  will	  be	  able	  to	  meet	  Europe's	  gas	  needs.	  According	  to	  former	  Prime	  Minister,	  Dimitri	  Medvedev,	  there	  are	  problems	  with	  production	  levels	  in	  Libya,	  Algeria,	  Azerbaijan	  and	  Iran	  (Samedova,	  2015).	  	  	  Moreover,	  the	  Director	  General	  of	  Gazprom	  Export,	  Elena	  Burmistrova,	  explained	  that	  the	  Ukrainian	  gas	  transportation	  system	  (GTS)	  is	  so	  worn	  out	  that	  it	  simply	  will	  not	  allow	  Gazprom	  to	  fulfill	  the	  duties	  of	  a	  reliable	  supplier.	  According	  to	  Burmistrova,	  to	  maintain	  the	  GTS,	  $12bn	  is	  required;	  but	  Gazprom	  officials	  are	  sure	  that	  Ukraine	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  afford	  such	  an	  amount	  (Samedova,	  2015).	  	  
	  
	  
5.2.2	  Domestic	  limitations	  	  	  There	  are	  various	  possible	  constraints	  in	  a	  domestic	  political	  area,	  but	  this	  section	  relies	  on	  public	  opinion	  only.	  This	  is	  due	  to	  the	  scope	  of	  the	  thesis	  as	  well	  as	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  in	  which	  NCR	  focuses	  on	  public	  support	  (Rose,	  1998).	  According	  to	  NCR,	  foreign	  policy	  is	  made	  with	  regards	  to	  the	  political	  elite	  perceptions	  and	  their	  ability	  to	  employ	  influence	  on	  the	  local	  public,	  thus,	  the	  study	  of	  the	  public	  opinion	  is	  vital	  in	  evaluating	  the	  influence.	  	  The	  nature	  of	  domestic	  politics	  and	  the	  ideational	  conviction	  of	  ruling	  elites	  can	  elucidate	  why	  some	  ideas	  prevail	  and	  others	  do	  not	  (Risse-­‐Kappen,	  1994).	  As	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befits	  a	  semi-­‐authoritarian	  state,	  Putin	  was	  ready	  to	  mobilize	  its	  own	  populace	  as	  well	  as	  the	  inner	  circle	  of	  Kremlin	  administration.	  His	  personal	  doctrine	  and	  policies,	  skilled	  manipulations,	  and	  ideational	  factors	  helped	  him	  reinstate	  his	  approval	  ratings	  and	  unite	  Russians	  against	  the	  mutual	  threat	  of	  Ukraine	  in	  2014	  (Shevtsova,	  2015).	  	  	  The	  Levada	  Centre	  (2016)	  provides	  an	  analytical	  assessment	  of	  the	  situation	  in	  the	  country.	  In	  2013,	  the	  proportion	  of	  those	  who	  thought	  that	  Russia	  was	  going	  ‘in	  the	  right	  direction'	  was	  equal	  to	  that	  who	  thought	  it	  was	  ‘on	  the	  wrong	  track’:	  40%	  in	  both	  cases.	  However,	  as	  the	  crisis	  developed,	  and	  economic	  sanctions	  were	  imposed,	  the	  proportion	  of	  those	  who	  thought	  that	  Russia	  was	  heading	  ‘in	  the	  right	  direction’	  noticeably	  rose:	  to	  approximately	  60%	  in	  2014.	  Putin’s	  personal	  approval	  ratings,	  meanwhile,	  increased	  from	  63%	  in	  2012	  to	  89%	  in	  2015,	  and	  have	  continued	  in	  such	  regard	  to	  date.	  	  Responding	  to	  the	  question:	  "Do	  you	  think	  the	  policy	  of	  the	  Russian	  authorities	  in	  relation	  to	  Ukraine	  has	  been	  rightful,	  or	  wrongful	  in	  the	  past	  two	  years?",	  26%	  of	  respondents	  said	  it	  was	  "totally	  rightful",	  while	  38%	  said	  it	  was	  "mostly	  rightful".	  15%	  said	  it	  was	  "probably	  wrongful",	  8%	  said	  it	  was	  "totally	  wrongful,"	  while	  13%	  could	  not	  answer.	  30%	  of	  Russians	  said	  that	  in	  the	  present	  conflict	  condition,	  Russia	  should	  "isolate	  Ukraine	  politically	  and	  limit	  economic	  cooperation".	  28%	  said	  that	  it	  ought	  to	  "actively	  oppose	  Ukrainian	  politics,	  but	  develop	  social	  and	  economic	  relations	  between	  Russia	  and	  Ukraine";	  25%	  believed	  that	  Russia	  should	  "re-­‐engage	  and	  move	  on,	  despite	  the	  mutual	  contradictions";	  and	  17%	  couldn't	  answer	  (UNIAN,	  2016).	  
5.3	  Chapter	  summary	  and	  discussion	  	  This	  chapter	  has	  explored	  two	  variables:	  the	  independent	  variable	  –	  in	  this	  case,	  Russia’s	  wealth	  and	  power	  in	  the	  international	  system	  –	  and	  the	  intervening	  variable,	  examining	  its	  domestic	  political	  limitations	  and	  the	  views	  and	  perceptions	  of	  its	  elites.	  The	  findings	  are	  intriguing.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  both	  Russia’s	  GDP	  and	  Gazprom’s	  net	  profits	  collapsed	  as	  a	  direct	  result	  of	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis:	  specifically,	  the	  imposition	  on	  Moscow	  of	  punitive	  economic	  sanctions	  by	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the	  US	  and	  EU,	  and	  of	  plummeting	  world	  gas	  prices	  owing	  considerably	  to	  the	  shale	  gas	  revolution.	  	  In	  most	  states,	  such	  a	  precipitous	  decline	  in	  revenue	  would	  be	  disastrous	  for	  the	  government,	  and	  its	  power	  on	  the	  world	  stage.	  Yet	  remarkably,	  Russia	  has	  more	  than	  weathered	  the	  storm:	  readjusting	  its	  horizons	  towards	  Asia	  (China	  and	  Turkey	  in	  particular),	  and	  seeking	  to	  bypass	  the	  need	  to	  transit	  gas	  supplies	  through	  Ukraine	  in	  the	  future.	  Throughout,	  President	  Putin	  has	  remained	  noticeably	  confident	  of	  Russian	  power	  capabilities;	  and	  his	  country’s	  plans	  appear	  likely	  to	  isolate	  Ukraine,	  weakening	  its	  bargaining	  position	  considerably	  (as	  will	  be	  explored	  further	  in	  Chapter	  6).	  	  If	  Russia	  were	  a	  genuine	  democracy,	  sanctions	  and	  falling	  gas	  prices	  would	  surely	  have	  undermined	  Putin’s	  position.	  Instead,	  with	  it	  a	  semi-­‐authoritarian	  state,	  the	  repercussions	  of	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  appear	  to	  have	  had	  little	  impact:	  indeed,	  Russian	  public	  opinion	  actually	  rallied	  to	  his	  support.	  	  Russia’s	  semi-­‐authoritarian	  traditions	  also	  explain	  the	  surprising	  answer	  to	  the	  intervening	  variable:	  namely,	  that	  political	  and	  Gazprom	  elites	  continue	  to	  feel	  confident	  in	  their	  economic	  capabilities	  and	  diversification	  projects.	  These	  elites	  did	  not	  perceive	  the	  Ukrainian	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcome	  as	  a	  real	  threat	  in	  2014,	  and	  are	  considerably	  more	  confident	  now.	  While	  underlining	  the	  importance	  of	  energy	  as	  a	  tool	  of	  projecting	  power,	  realism	  acknowledges	  that	  states	  may	  face	  both	  domestic	  and	  external	  constraints	  (Kropatcheva,	  2013).	  Yet	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  domestic	  support	  remained	  very	  high;	  this	  variable	  cannot	  be	  treated	  as	  a	  significant	  constraint,	  and	  Russian	  power	  has	  remained	  considerable,	  and	  perhaps	  even	  grown. 
Chapter 6: Evaluation 
6.1	  Dependent	  variable:	  Russian	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  	  In	  accordance	  with	  neoclassical	  realist	  theory,	  the	  data	  set	  out	  in	  Chapter	  5	  provides	  for	  an	  analysis	  of	  what	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcomes	  mean	  for	  Russia’s	  energy	  capabilities,	  and	  thereby	  enable	  us	  to	  evaluate	  this	  thesis’	  dependent	  variable.	  Russian	  economic	  indicators	  displayed	  a	  sharply	  negative	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tendency	  straight	  after	  the	  crisis;	  however,	  Russia	  and	  Gazprom	  implemented	  a	  transit	  diversification	  policy	  (Turkstream/Nordstream	  2),	  and	  opened	  a	  new	  market	  in	  Asia	  which	  is	  projected	  to	  boost	  its	  economic	  recovery.	  	  The	  impact	  on	  Russia	  of	  any	  disruption	  of	  gas	  purchases	  would	  be	  financial.	  The	  European	  market	  remains	  the	  foundation	  of	  Gazprom’s	  income;	  supplies	  to	  Ukraine	  remain	  an	  important	  element	  of	  this.	  There	  would	  be	  a	  reduced	  effect	  on	  the	  state	  budget	  –	  but	  this	  would	  exacerbate	  an	  already	  thoughtful	  recession	  (Pirani	  et	  al.,	  2014).	  However,	  as	  Bloomberg	  (2016)	  note,	  Russia	  remains	  Europe's	  top	  gas	  provider,	  with	  41	  percent	  market	  share:	  which	  as	  Belyi	  and	  Goldthau	  (2015)	  state,	  Gazprom	  is	  confident	  of	  maintaining.	  Moreover,	  Russia	  not	  only	  secured	  its	  supply	  by	  signing	  a	  $400bn	  contract,	  but	  also	  earned	  the	  chance	  to	  diversify	  its	  gas	  capabilities:	  “The	  strengthening	  of	  Russia’s	  gas	  relations	  with	  China	  supports	  Gazprom’s	  goal	  of	  showing	  Europe	  that	  it	  has	  alternatives” (Skalamera	  and	  Goldthau,	  2016,	  p.34).	  	  Already	  Europe’s	  top	  supplier,	  if	  Russia	  successfully	  diversifies	  its	  gas,	  it	  can	  further	  increase	  its	  energy	  leverage	  on	  Europe,	  which	  will	  happen	  if	  EU	  states	  do	  not	  find	  an	  alternative	  source.	  The	  European	  case	  is	  directly	  linked	  to	  Ukraine,	  which	  started	  to	  use	  ‘reverse	  flow’	  (second	  hand	  Russian	  gas)	  from	  the	  EU	  in	  2012	  (Pirani	  and	  Yafimava	  2016).	  Moreover,	  after	  the	  crisis	  abated,	  the	  EU	  helped	  to	  tie	  Ukraine	  into	  a	  Western	  type,	  rules-­‐based	  market	  organization	  (Skalamera	  and	  Goldthau	  2016). Yet	  even	  if	  Ukraine's	  economy	  ultimately	  rebounds	  strongly,	  it	  will	  probably	  have	  to	  negotiate	  with	  Moscow	  from	  a	  position	  of	  weakness	  again.	  	  Russian	  energy	  capabilities,	  vital	  in	  establishing	  the	  scope	  and	  magnitude	  of	  Moscow’s	  leverage,	  have	  not	  lost	  much	  from	  the	  crisis.	  This	  is	  because	  of	  Russia’s	  reorientation	  of	  its	  energy	  supply	  towards	  the	  East;	  indeed,	  transit	  diversification	  policies	  were	  already	  in	  place	  even	  prior	  to	  the	  crisis,	  which	  in	  any	  case,	  led	  to	  the	  successful	  conclusion	  of	  a	  10-­‐year-­‐long	  pipeline	  discussion	  between	  China	  and	  Russia	  (Stern	  et	  al.,	  2015).	  As	  Skalamera	  and	  Goldthau	  (2016,	  p.21)	  put	  it,	  “the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  has	  galvanized	  pre-­‐existing	  trends	  and	  has	  accelerated	  what	  was	  already	  in	  the	  making”.	  It	  unlocked	  a	  strategy	  gap:	  
Nursultan	  Maratov	  S1786520	  
prompting	  Russia	  to	  foster	  a	  long-­‐rooted	  plan,	  already	  underpinned	  by	  sound	  commercial	  reasons	  –	  and	  in	  so	  doing,	  further	  its	  leverage.	  	  	  Regarding	  the	  other	  component	  of	  leverage	  -­‐	  transit	  -­‐	  Pirani	  and	  Yafimava	  (2016)	  suggest	  in	  their	  conclusion	  that	  Gazprom	  can	  meet	  the	  demand	  of	  northwestern	  European	  states	  deprived	  of	  using	  Ukrainian	  transit.	  Skalamera	  and	  Goldthau	  (2016)	  also	  state	  that	  Gazprom	  will	  bypass	  Ukraine	  and	  increase	  its	  grip	  over	  southeastern	  Europe.	  The	  transit	  diversification	  pipelines	  as	  mentioned	  in	  the	  chapter	  above,	  will	  have	  a	  significant	  impact	  on	  Gazprom’s	  abilities	  to	  deliver	  gas	  while	  bypassing	  Ukraine;	  and	  hence,	  increasing	  prospects	  of	  leverage.	  	  	  
6.2	  The	  ideational	  paradigm	  	  As	  noted	  earlier,	  NCR	  emphasizes	  the	  intervening	  variable,	  whereby	  foreign	  policy	  owes	  to	  the	  perceptions	  of	  political	  elites,	  and	  their	  ability	  to	  influence	  the	  domestic	  public.	  Thus,	  using	  gas	  as	  a	  foreign	  policy	  tool	  is	  determined	  not	  only	  by	  economic	  capabilities,	  but	  also	  by	  the	  political	  elite’s	  perceptions	  of	  these.	  	  	  The	  data	  shows	  that	  the	  perceptions	  of	  key	  figures	  in	  Russian	  energy	  affairs	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcomes	  are	  confident	  and	  positive;	  they	  do	  not	  perceive	  the	  crisis	  as	  a	  real	  threat.	  This	  means	  that	  assertive	  foreign	  energy	  behaviour,	  such	  as	  using	  gas	  as	  a	  weapon,	  can	  be	  implemented,	  even	  if	  economic	  capabilities	  have	  weakened.	  According	  to	  Nygren	  (2012,	  p.	  519),	  wide-­‐ranging	  interest	  and	  purposes	  do	  not	  change	  as	  quickly	  as	  resources	  do;	  while	  ideational	  aspects	  should	  be	  deployed	  when	  analysing	  foreign	  policy	  behaviour,	  as	  most	  major	  powers	  rely	  on	  neoclassical	  realist	  conceptions,	  and	  do	  not	  alter	  their	  interests	  to	  accessible	  capabilities.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  Russia,	  it	  is	  therefore	  vital	  to	  consider	  ideational	  aspects	  of	  the	  governing	  elite,	  which	  holds	  most	  of	  the	  power	  in	  what	  is	  a	  semi-­‐authoritarian	  state.	  	  	  Thus	  material	  capabilities	  decide	  the	  scale	  and	  intensity	  of	  the	  elite’s	  ideational	  force,	  rather	  than	  its	  course	  (Nygren,	  2012).	  For	  example,	  even	  during	  a	  period	  of	  low	  hydrocarbon	  prices	  and	  economic	  recession,	  Prime	  Minister	  Medvedev	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warned	  Belarus	  President,	  Alexander	  Lukashenko,	  to	  increase	  price	  for	  the	  gas	  if	  Belarus	  would	  not	  work	  in	  order	  to	  strengthen	  the	  Eurasian	  Economic	  Union	  (Russian	  Reality,	  2017).	  Russia,	  in	  other	  words,	  continues	  to	  rely	  on	  the	  same	  tools	  when	  seeking	  political	  compliance,	  in	  spite	  of	  economic	  conditions.	  This	  confirms	  that	  the	  ideational	  aspect	  is	  an	  important	  and	  necessary	  complement	  to	  resource-­‐based	  analysis.	  	  	  Taking	  into	  account	  the	  intervening	  variables	  of	  political	  elite	  perceptions	  and	  domestic	  politics,	  we	  can	  see	  that	  Russia	  has	  the	  capabilities	  to	  use	  its	  gas	  weapon	  against	  Ukraine.	  The	  data	  confirms	  strong	  domestic	  support	  for	  both	  Putin	  personally,	  and	  his	  policies	  against	  Ukraine;	  public	  opinion	  does	  not	  constrain	  him	  here.	  Russia	  is	  confident:	  in	  its	  energy	  power,	  domestic	  support	  for	  its	  policies,	  and	  that	  Ukraine	  has	  not/did	  not	  pose	  a	  serious	  threat.	  Indeed,	  every	  variable	  of	  NCR	  confirms	  Russia’s	  continuing	  capacity	  to	  use	  gas	  as	  a	  foreign	  policy	  weapon	  towards	  Ukraine.	  	  	  That	  said,	  however,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  after	  the	  crisis,	  Russia	  did	  lose	  its	  tap	  weapon	  against	  Ukraine.	  With	  the	  2009	  contract	  with	  Ukraine	  cancelled,	  energy	  relations	  between	  the	  two	  countries	  entirely	  collapsed.	  Naftogaz	  (2016),	  moreover,	  show	  that	  Ukrainian	  gas	  dependence	  on	  Russia	  has	  been	  eliminated;	  it	  has	  access	  to	  other	  sources,	  and	  can	  choose	  from	  several	  dozen	  suppliers.	  According	  to	  Nygren	  (2008),	  Ukraine	  has	  also	  been	  able	  to	  use	  the	  transit	  weapon	  against	  Russia.	  Russian	  gas	  networks	  go	  through	  Ukraine	  to	  reach	  the	  European	  market;	  Moscow	  continually	  sought	  to	  neutralize	  Ukraine’s	  possible	  weapon	  by	  either	  intimidating	  it	  (the	  stick)	  or	  rewarding	  it	  in	  terms	  of	  prices	  (the	  carrot).	  Those	  two	  weapons	  are	  very	  interconnected	  between	  Russia	  and	  Ukraine.	  Therefore,	  after	  the	  loss	  of	  tap	  weapon	  by	  Russia,	  it	  can	  be	  perceived	  that	  Ukraine	  has	  more	  tools	  available	  in	  the	  current	  energy	  relations	  with	  Russia.	  Yet	  to	  the	  contrary:	  since	  the	  Nord	  Stream	  pipeline	  operationalization	  in	  2011,	  which	  connects	  Russia	  with	  Germany,	  Ukraine	  has	  started	  to	  lose	  its	  transit	  weapon.	  In	  2014,	  Ukraine	  transferred	  only	  49%	  of	  Russian	  gas	  exports	  to	  the	  EU,	  in	  comparison	  with	  80%	  only	  six	  years	  prior	  to	  that.	  As	  Pirani	  and	  Yafimava	  (2016)	  note,	  Russia	  has	  already	  realized	  maximum	  possible	  transit	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diversification,	  getting	  transit	  via	  Ukraine	  down	  to	  62	  bcm	  in	  2014.	  Moscow,	  indeed,	  had	  begun	  to	  reduce	  its	  dependence	  on	  Kiev	  even	  before	  the	  crisis.	  Ukraine	  has	  tended	  to	  view	  its	  transit	  monopoly	  as	  a	  significant	  bargaining	  tool;	  but	  Russian	  transit	  diversification	  schemes	  have	  led	  the	  ‘value’	  of	  pipelines	  routed	  through	  Ukraine	  to	  decline	  considerably	  (Chyong,	  2014).	  	  
6.3	  A	  new	  crisis?	  	  More	  latterly,	  a	  new	  gas	  conflict	  has	  developed:	  which	  could	  yet	  morph	  into	  a	  fully	  blown	  energy	  crisis,	  and	  show	  whether	  Russia	  is	  still	  able	  to	  weaponise	  gas	  in	  furthering	  its	  interests.	  According	  to	  Koroleva	  (2016),	  Gazprom	  and	  Naftogaz	  are	  on	  the	  verge	  of	  a	  new	  gas	  war,	  in	  which	  the	  former	  will	  have	  the	  right	  to	  limit	  supplies	  in	  the	  event	  of	  the	  illegal	  withdrawal	  of	  part	  of	  its	  transit	  gas	  by	  Ukraine.	  Accordingly,	  Stockholm	  arbitration	  is	  currently	  considering	  several	  claims	  and	  counterclaims	  by	  Gazprom	  and	  Naftogaz.	  After	  the	  2009	  energy	  crisis,	  the	  two	  energy	  companies	  signed	  a	  supply	  and	  transit	  contract	  which	  was	  expected	  to	  expire	  at	  the	  end	  of	  2019.	  The	  contractual	  space	  constitutes	  a	  take-­‐or-­‐pay	  paragraph,	  which	  compels	  Naftogaz	  to	  take	  or	  pay	  for	  80	  per	  cent	  of	  the	  yearly	  contractual	  amount.	  This	  also	  includes	  stringent	  payment	  conditions,	  in	  which	  a	  single	  missed	  payment	  would	  result	  in	  the	  imposition	  of	  pre-­‐payment.	  This	  clause	  could	  have	  been	  triggered	  at	  any	  time	  since	  Naftogaz	  began	  to	  accumulate	  debts	  in	  mid-­‐2013.	  	  	  The	  transit	  contract	  does	  not	  include	  a	  ship-­‐or-­‐pay	  clause;	  thus,	  Gazprom	  is	  under	  no	  obligation	  to	  ship	  certain	  volumes	  across	  Ukraine.	  Gazprom	  has	  also	  made	  an	  advance	  payment	  to	  Naftogaz	  for	  transit	  services	  until	  the	  end	  of	  2015	  (Pirani,	  2014).	  Gazprom’s	  claims	  are	  for	  payment	  of	  debts	  accumulated	  in	  2013-­‐14;	  interest	  on	  those	  payments;	  and	  unsanctioned	  withdrawals	  of	  gas	  in	  Ukraine.	  Under	  the	  sales	  contract,	  these	  total	  $31.75bn;	  under	  the	  transit	  contract,	  $5.861bn	  (Pirani,	  2017). 	  	  Without	  any	  direct	  use	  of	  a	  politicized	  gas	  weapon,	  Gazprom	  has	  thus	  far	  concentrated	  on	  legal	  aspects,	  and	  pledged	  to	  cease	  transit	  through	  Ukraine	  from	  2019.	  Medvedev	  has	  stated	  that	  the	  agreement	  with	  Ukraine	  would	  not	  be	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prolonged	  under	  any	  circumstances;	  and	  blamed	  this	  on	  economic,	  technological,	  investment	  and	  political	  reasons	  (Samedova,	  2015).	  	  For	  its	  part, Naftogaz	  wants	  Gazprom	  to	  change	  the	  export	  price	  in	  hindsight,	  and	  to	  pay	  an	  overpayment	  (Pavlovsky,	  2017). Naftogaz	  has	  made	  claims	  under	  the	  sales	  contract	  for	  repayment	  of	  sums	  paid	  above	  the	  prevailing	  market	  price,	  under	  a	  clause	  providing	  for	  price	  revision.	  It	  claims	  the	  right	  to	  transfer	  its	  rights	  and	  obligations	  under	  the	  transit	  contract	  to	  Ukrtransgaz.	  According	  to	  Naftogaz,	  its	  claims	  under	  the	  sales	  contract	  are	  $18.1bn;	  and	  under	  the	  transit	  contract,	  more	  than	  $10.2bn	  (Pirani,	  2017).	  	  At	  first	  glance,	  Russia’s	  new	  reliance	  on	  legal	  components	  of	  negotiation	  might	  suggest	  a	  sudden	  inability	  to	  intimidate	  Ukraine	  in	  the	  name	  of	  achieving	  compliance.	  Yet,	  according	  to	  Bazykin,	  Russia	  has	  many	  sources	  of	  influence	  on	  Ukraine’s	  position,	  and	  more	  tools	  available	  to	  it	  in	  the	  new	  conflict.	  As	  well	  as	  Stockholm	  arbitration,	  these	  include	  the	  EC:	  which	  in	  its	  pursuit	  of	  energy	  security	  in	  Europe,	  recently	  took	  informal	  obligations	  upon	  itself	  to	  ensure	  uninterrupted	  transit	  by	  Ukraine.	  But	  Russia’s	  main	  lever	  is	  the	  contract	  from	  2009,	  which	  allows	  Gazprom	  to	  limit	  or	  stop	  deliveries	  in	  the	  event	  of	  unauthorized	  withdrawals	  of	  gas	  (Koroleva,	  2016).	  	  As	  Stern	  (2015)	  suggests,	  the	  EU	  will	  continue	  to	  play	  an	  imperative	  part	  in	  Russian-­‐Ukrainian	  energy	  issues	  and	  disputes.	  The	  October	  2014	  Brussels	  agreement	  between	  Moscow	  and	  Kiev	  gave	  the	  EU	  a	  key	  role	  in	  both	  the	  contracts	  and	  transit	  of	  Russian	  gas	  through	  Ukraine;	  and	  the	  essential	  political	  (albeit,	  not	  legal)	  obligation	  of	  preventing	  a	  breakdown	  in	  the	  gas	  connection	  between	  the	  two	  sides.	  This	  will	  remain	  vital	  until	  at	  least	  2020:	  by	  when	  the	  long-­‐term	  supply	  and	  transportation	  contracts	  between	  Gazprom	  and	  Naftogaz	  will	  have	  terminated,	  and	  another	  gas	  deal	  should	  be	  put	  together.	  	  Ukraine	  also	  needs	  to	  become	  self-­‐sufficient;	  but	  for	  the	  time	  being,	  has	  settled	  on	  purchasing	  ‘reverse	  flow’	  from	  Europe.	  Russia,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  seeks	  to	  become	  fully	  independent	  of	  gas	  transit	  through	  Ukraine	  by	  2020;	  but	  Stern	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(2015)	  believes	  it	  will	  not	  have	  achieved	  this	  by	  then.	  Bros	  (2016)	  state	  that	  Gazprom's	  long-­‐standing	  plan	  to	  dispose	  of	  the	  Ukraine	  transit	  threat	  is	  advancing	  quickly,	  restricting	  the	  latter’s	  options.	  Only	  a	  month	  ago,	  Naftogaz	  announced	  a	  reduction	  of	  $700m	  in	  a	  year	  from	  the	  $1.7bn	  transit	  income	  it	  received	  in	  2015	  from	  Gazprom,	  for	  transporting	  64.1	  bcm.	  	  	  Russia’s	  diversification	  pipelines,	  Turkish	  Stream	  and	  Nord	  Stream	  2,	  will	  further	  reduce	  the	  necessity	  for	  transit	  over	  Ukraine.	  The	  development	  of	  the	  main	  string	  of	  Turkish	  Stream	  might	  already	  be	  completed	  when	  the	  Ukrainian	  transit	  contract	  ends	  in	  late	  2019;	  though	  it	  is	  unrealistic	  for	  Nord	  Stream	  2	  to	  also	  have	  been	  finished	  by	  that	  point.	  Some	  contractual	  arrangements	  are	  likely	  to	  still	  be	  necessary	  for	  transit	  crosswise	  over	  Ukraine	  (Pirani,	  2017).	  While	  it	  could	  pay	  for	  volume	  which	  it	  does	  not	  utilize,	  it	  is	  the	  lawful	  commitment	  of	  Gazprom	  (rather	  than	  of	  the	  purchasers)	  to	  find	  some	  approach	  of	  conveying	  gas	  under	  its	  supply	  contracts	  (Stern	  et	  al.,	  2015).	  In	  this	  way,	  it	  will	  continue	  to	  use	  the	  Ukrainian	  corridor:	  at	  least	  to	  countries	  to	  which	  gas	  would	  need	  to	  travel	  farthest,	  such	  as	  Slovakia	  and	  Hungary	  (Pirani,	  2017).	  	  The	  most	  critical	  test	  of	  this	  new	  Russian	  gas	  export	  strategy	  is	  a	  financial	  one.	  The	  aggregate	  impact	  of	  low	  hydrocarbon	  costs	  and	  the	  falling	  ruble	  is	  less	  serious	  for	  Gazprom	  than	  other	  Russian	  energy	  organizations,	  but	  will	  still	  restrain	  the	  company’s	  investment	  strategies	  (Stern	  et	  al.,	  2015).	  However,	  Putin	  and	  other	  political	  elites’	  perceived	  power	  capabilities	  could	  still	  play	  a	  key	  role	  in	  implementing	  such	  projects.	  The	  elite’s	  perceptions	  of	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcomes	  did	  not	  lessen	  any	  confidence	  in	  Russian	  power	  capabilities.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  the	  situation	  helped	  restore	  Putin’s	  popularity	  and	  mobilize	  society.	  According	  to	  NCR,	  foreign	  policy	  is	  filtered	  through	  political	  leaders'	  perceptions:	  which	  suggests	  that	  these	  projects	  will	  indeed	  still	  be	  realised.	  	  
6.4	  Chapter	  summary	  	  Overall,	  this	  chapter’s	  findings	  suggest	  that	  Russia’s	  abilities	  to	  use	  its	  gas	  weapon	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Ukraine	  were	  not	  weakened.	  Gazprom	  did,	  it	  should	  be	  acknowledged,	  lose	  its	  tap	  weapon:	  limiting	  its	  ability	  to	  influence	  Kiev’s	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decisions,	  and	  leaving	  it	  turning	  to	  the	  EC	  and	  legal	  routes,	  such	  as	  Stockholm	  Arbitration.	  Yet	  Moscow	  has	  already	  begun	  diversifying,	  turning	  its	  attentions	  further	  afield	  towards	  Asia;	  while	  the	  realpolitik	  of	  northern,	  western	  and	  southeastern	  Europe’s	  continuing	  energy	  dependence	  has	  led	  to	  Nordstream	  2	  getting	  the	  go-­‐ahead,	  and	  the	  Turkish	  Stream	  enabling	  Russia	  to	  bypass	  Ukraine.	  The	  upshot	  of	  all	  this	  must	  surely	  be	  alarming	  in	  Kiev’s	  corridors	  of	  power.	  Far	  from	  being	  protected	  by	  its	  European	  allies,	  it	  is	  subordinate	  to	  their	  continuing	  energy	  dependence	  on	  Russian	  gas.	  And	  in	  Ukraine’s	  case,	  in	  energy	  terms,	  it	  needs	  Russia	  infinitely	  more	  than	  Russia	  needs	  it.	  Moreover,	  the	  resumption	  of	  energy	  relations	  between	  the	  two	  countries	  may	  well	  ultimately	  strengthen	  Russia’s	  energy	  leverage,	  as	  it	  has	  greatly	  reduced	  its	  transit	  dependency	  and	  is	  projected	  to	  circumvent	  Ukraine	  completely	  by	  2019.	  Ukraine,	  by	  contrast,	  has	  nothing	  to	  offer	  to	  Russia	  since	  its	  loss	  of	  Crimea	  and	  the	  Black	  Sea	  fleet.	  Orttung	  and	  Overland	  (2010)	  note	  that	  hitherto,	  Russia	  reduced	  gas	  prices	  in	  return	  for	  keeping	  its	  military	  and	  naval	  bases;	  but	  since	  the	  war,	  Ukraine	  has	  lost	  its	  trump	  cards,	  with	  Russian	  leverage	  greatly	  increased	  as	  a	  result.	  And	  in	  future,	  Ukraine	  will	  continue	  to	  need	  Russia	  vastly	  more	  than	  Russia	  needs	  Ukraine.	  This	  must	  be	  likely	  to	  result	  in	  Moscow	  being	  able	  to	  weaponize	  gas	  against	  its	  much	  smaller	  neighbour	  in	  the	  years	  ahead;	  with	  the	  serious	  economic	  consequences	  which	  followed	  its	  annexation	  of	  the	  Crimea	  and	  attempted	  international	  isolation	  ultimately	  having	  remarkably	  little	  impact	  on	  its	  policy	  or	  power.	  
Chapter 7: Conclusion In	  order	  to	  answer	  to	  the	  research	  question	  of	  whether	  the	  2014	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcomes	  weakened	  Russia’s	  abilities	  to	  use	  its	  gas	  weapon	  vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Ukraine,	  this	  study	  finds	  that	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  did,	  albeit	  only	  to	  some	  extent,	  constrain	  Russian	  abilities	  to	  use	  its	  gas	  weapon	  against	  Kiev	  –	  but	  not	  at	  all	  for	  reasons	  suggested	  by	  the	  literature,	  such	  as	  economic	  hardship	  emanating	  from	  low	  energy	  prices	  and	  sanctions.	  Rather,	  political	  relations	  between	  the	  two	  countries	  were	  hugely	  disrupted,	  inevitably	  impacting	  on	  their	  energy	  interactions.	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  According	  to	  the	  literature	  (Orttung	  and	  Overland,	  2010),	  Russia	  was	  able	  to	  weaponize	  its	  gas	  when	  energy	  prices	  were	  rising	  or	  at	  their	  peak;	  while	  Varol	  (2013);	  Nygren	  (2008);	  Milov	  (2006);	  and	  Kropatcheva	  (2013)	  concur	  that	  the	  implementation	  of	  an	  assertive	  foreign	  energy	  policy	  depends	  on	  increasing	  energy	  capabilities.	  Falling	  prices,	  which	  affect	  economic	  conditions,	  may	  therefore	  reduce	  a	  country’s	  ability	  to	  use	  energy	  as	  a	  weapon.	  	  	  However,	  through	  its	  utilisation	  of	  a	  neoclassical	  realist	  approach,	  my	  findings	  suggest	  that	  the	  crisis	  and	  its	  outcomes	  did	  not	  do	  much	  in	  lessening	  the	  power	  capabilities	  of	  Russia	  towards	  Ukraine,	  as	  the	  former	  simply	  opened	  new	  energy	  markets	  and	  created	  new	  transit	  routes;	  importantly,	  what	  helped	  much	  that	  both	  projects	  were	  in	  place	  and	  in	  process	  prior	  to	  the	  crisis.	  Perceptions	  of	  Moscow’s	  political	  elites	  remained	  optimistic:	  which	  is	  especially	  important	  in	  Russia’s	  case,	  given	  its	  unusual,	  semi-­‐authoritarian	  political	  culture,	  in	  which	  the	  elite	  takes	  most	  decisions.	  Vladimir	  Putin	  continued	  to	  enjoy	  strong	  domestic	  support,	  in	  both	  personally	  terms	  and	  for	  his	  policies	  against	  Ukraine.	  	  	  In	  conclusion,	  this	  case	  study	  has	  shown	  that	  Russian	  abilities	  to	  weaponize	  natural	  gas	  against	  Ukraine	  have	  changed;	  but	  its	  energy	  and	  power	  capabilities,	  vital	  in	  determining	  its	  scope	  of	  leverage,	  have	  barely	  changed	  at	  all.	  More	  research	  is,	  it	  must	  be	  acknowledged,	  clearly	  required,	  the	  situation	  remains	  highly	  fluid,	  especially	  given	  the	  ongoing	  Stockholm	  arbitration,	  which	  will	  reach	  a	  conclusion	  in	  the	  near	  future.	  	  	  Yet	  overall,	  this	  thesis’	  findings	  run	  largely	  counter	  to	  traditional	  assumptions.	  Sanctions	  and	  plummeting	  energy	  prices	  have	  surely	  impacted	  heavily	  upon	  the	  Russian	  populace;	  but	  scarcely	  at	  all	  on	  its	  political	  elites,	  its	  power,	  and	  above	  all,	  its	  President.	  	  
 
 
Nursultan	  Maratov	  S1786520	  
References Adamson,	  2015.	  “The	  Russia-­‐China	  Gas	  Deal	  and	  the	  Eurasian	  Balance	  of	  Power”.	  Elliott	  School	  of	  International	  Affairs.	  Sigur	  Center	  for	  Asian	  Studies.	  	  Aleksashenko,	  S.	  2017.	  “Rosstat	  is	  trying	  to	  create	  the	  illusion	  of	  growth”.	  
Institute	  of	  Modern	  Russia.	  23	  February.	  Available	  at:	  https://imrussia.org/en/analysis/economy/2741-­‐sergey-­‐aleksashenko-­‐%E2%80%9Crosstat-­‐is-­‐trying-­‐to-­‐create-­‐the-­‐illusion-­‐of-­‐growth%E2%80%9D	  	  	  Astrov,	  A.	  2011.	  The	  Great	  Power	  (Mis)Management.	  Ashgate	  Publishing.	  Available	  at:	  https://books.google.com.uy/books?id=rHrn0B5-­‐or0C&pg=PA82&lpg=PA82&dq=Black+Sea+25+years+additional+5-­‐year+renewal+option&source=bl&ots=B-­‐eLRx8QiC&sig=xEi9edker_g4vRQ8azo86hKcucU&hl=nl&sa=X&ei=z11lUoSBD4istAa-­‐k4H4BQ&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q=Black%20Sea%2025%20years%20additional%205-­‐year%20renewal%20option&f=false	  	  
	  	  BBC	  News.	  2006.	  “Ukraine	  takes	  extra	  Russian	  gas”.	  24	  January.	  Available	  at:	  http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/4642684.stm	  	  	  BBC	  News.	  2007.	  “Russia	  oil	  row	  hits	  Europe	  supply”.	  8	  January.	  Available	  at:	  http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/business/6240473.stm	  	  	  Belyi	  A,	  and	  Goldthau	  A.	  2015.	  “Between	  a	  rock	  and	  a	  hard	  place:	  International	  market	  dynamics,	  domestic	  politics	  and	  Gazprom's	  strategy”.	  EUI	  Working	  Paper	  RSCAS	  2015/22	  	  BOFIT,	  2017.	  “Russian	  GDP	  figures	  confirm	  economic	  recovery	  in	  final	  months	  of	  2016”.	  7	  April.	  Available	  at:	  https://www.bofit.fi/en/monitoring/weekly/2017/vw201714_1/	  	  Bloomberg,	  2016.	  “How	  Ukraine	  Weaned	  itself	  Russian	  Gas”.	  Available	  at:	  https://www.bloomberg.com/view/articles/2016-­‐01-­‐12/how-­‐ukraine-­‐weaned-­‐itself-­‐off-­‐russian-­‐gas	  Bros,	  2016.	  “Has	  Ukraine	  scored	  an	  own-­‐goal	  with	  its	  transit	  fee	  proposal?”	  The	  
Oxford	  Institute	  for	  Energy	  Studies.	  	  Chow	  and	  Cuyler,	  2015.	  “Russia-­‐China	  Gas	  Deal	  and	  Redeal”. Center	  for	  Strategic	  
and	  International	  Studies.	  Available	  at: https://www.csis.org/analysis/russia-­‐china-­‐gas-­‐deal-­‐and-­‐redeal 	  Chyong,	  C-­‐K.	  2014.	  “The	  role	  of	  Russian	  gas	  in	  Ukraine”.	  European	  Council	  on	  
Foreign	  Relations,	  16	  April.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.ecfr.eu/article/commentary_the_role_of_russian_gas_in_ukraine248	  	  
Nursultan	  Maratov	  S1786520	  
Gazprom,	  2014.	  Miller	  on	  China.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.gazprom.ru/press/news/2014/may/article191417/	  	  Gazprom,	  2015.	  Auction.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.gazprom.com/about/subsidiaries/news/2015/september/article246095/	  	  Gazprom,	  2016a.	  Sanctions	  did	  not	  work.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.gazprom.ru/press/news/2016/august/article281814/	  	  Gazprom,	  2016b.	  Japan.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.gazprom.ru/press/news/2016/december/article296487/	  	  Gazprom,	  2016c.	  Turkstream.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.gazprom.com/press/news/2016/december/article295329/	  	  Gazprom,	  2017.	  Marketing.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.gazprom.ru/about/marketing/europe/	  	  Gazprom	  Export,	  2017.	  Nord	  stream.	  	  Available	  at:	  http://www.gazpromexport.ru/en/projects/5/	  	  Goldthau	  A,	  and	  Boersma	  T.	  2014.	  “The	  2014	  Ukraine-­‐Russia	  crisis:	  Implications	  for	  energy	  markets	  and	  scholarship”.	  Energy	  Research	  &	  Social	  Science	  3	  (2014)	  13–15	  	  Hashim,	  2010.	  “Power-­‐loss	  or	  power-­‐transition?	  Assessing	  the	  limits	  of	  using	  the	  energy	  sector	  in	  reviving	  Russia’s	  geopolitical	  stature”.	  Communist	  and	  Post-­‐
Communist	  Studies	  43,	  263–274.	   
 Koroleva,	  2016.	  “Na	  poroge	  novoy	  gazovoy	  voyny”.	  Expert	  Online.	  Available	  at:	  http://expert.ru/2016/12/16/tranzit-­‐-­‐gaza/	  	  Kremlin,	  2015.	  Russia	  calling.	  Available	  at:	  http://kremlin.ru/events/president/news/50498	  
 Kremlin,	  2016a.	  Bloomberg.	  Available	  at:	  http://kremlin.ru/events/president/news/52830	  	  Kremlin,	  2016b.	  St	  Petersburg	  economic	  forum.	  Available	  at:	  http://kremlin.ru/events/president/news/52178	  	  Kroenig	  M,	  2016.	  “The	  Renewed	  Russian	  Nuclear	  Threat	  and	  NATO	  Nuclear	  Deterrence	  Posture”.	  Atlantic	  Council.	  Brent	  Scowcroft	  Center	  on	  International	  Security.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.matthewkroenig.com/Kroenig_Russian_Nuclear_Threat.pdf	  	  Kropatcheva	  E.	  2013.	  “He	  who	  has	  the	  pipeline	  calls	  the	  tune?	  Russia's	  energy	  power	  against	  the	  background	  of	  the	  shale	  revolutions”.	  Energy	  Policy	  66,	  1–10.	  
Nursultan	  Maratov	  S1786520	  
Lobell,	  S.E.,	  Ripsman,	  N.M.	  and	  Taliaferro,	  J.W.	  (eds.)	  2009.	  Neoclassical	  Realism,	  
the	  State,	  and	  Foreign	  Policy.	  Cambridge,	  UK:	  Cambridge	  University	  Press.	  	  Marketpost.	  Available	  at:	  http://marketpost.net/raznoe/2016/11/13/rossiiskii-­‐gaz.html	  	  Mathers	  J,	  2012.	  "Nuclear	  Weapons	  in	  Russian	  Foreign	  Policy:	  Patterns	  in	  Presidential	  Discourse	  2000-­‐2010".	  Europe-­‐Asia	  Studies	  64,	  495-­‐519.	  	  Milov	  V,	  2006.	  “The	  use	  of	  energy	  as	  a	  political	  tool”.	  The	  EU-­‐Russia	  Review,	  1:	  12-­‐21.	  EU-­‐Russia	  Centre,	  Brussels.	  	  Naftogaz,	  2016.	  http://naftogaz-­‐europe.com/article/ru/otkrytoepismonaftogazagodrabotyrus	  	  Naftogaz,	  2017.	  http://naftogaz-­‐europe.com/article/ru/importgazavukrainuv20152016gg	  	  Newnham	  R,	  2011.	  “Oil,	  carrots,	  and	  sticks:	  Russia’s	  energy	  resources	  as	  a	  foreign	  policy	  tool”.	  Journal	  of	  Eurasian	  Studies	  2,	  134-­‐143.	  Nygren	  B,	  2008.	  “Putin’s	  Use	  of	  Natural	  Gas	  to	  Reintegrate	  the	  CIS	  Region”.	  
Problems	  of	  Post-­‐Communism	  55	  (4),	  3-­‐15.	  	  Nygren	  B,	  2012.	  “Using	  the	  neo-­‐classical	  realism	  paradigm	  to	  predict	  Russian	  foreign	  policy	  behaviour	  as	  a	  complement	  to	  using	  resources”.	  International	  Politics	  49,	  pp.	  517–529.	   Orttung	  R,	  and	  Overland	  I,	  2011.	  “A	  limited	  toolbox:	  Explaining	  the	  constraints	  on	  Russia’s	  foreign	  energy	  policy”.	  Journal	  of	  Eurasian	  Studies	  2,	  74-­‐85.	  	  O’Sullivan.	  2013.	  “The	  Entanglement	  of	  Energy,	  Grand	  Strategy,	  and	  International	  Security”.	  In:	  A.	  Goldthau	  (ed.),	  The	  Handbook	  of	  Global	  Energy	  
Policy.	  John	  Wiley	  &	  Sons	  Ltd.	  Pavlovsky	  S,	  2017.	  Available	  at:	  http://teknoblog.ru/2017/03/22/76128	  Pirani,	  2017.	  “Adversity	  and	  reform:	  Ukrainian	  gas	  market	  prospects”.	  The	  
Oxford	  Institute	  for	  Energy	  Studies.	  Energy	  Insight:	  7.	  Pirani,	  Henderson,	  Honore,	  Rogers,	  and	  Yafimava,	  2014.	  “What	  the	  Ukraine	  crisis	  means	  for	  gas	  markets”.	  The	  Oxford	  Institute	  for	  Energy	  Studies.	  	  Platts.	  2015.	  “China	  could	  import	  100	  Bcm/year	  Russian	  gas	  by	  2020:	  CNPC”.	  30	  September.	  Available	  at:	  https://www.platts.com/latest-­‐news/natural-­‐gas/yuzhno-­‐sakhalinsk/china-­‐could-­‐import-­‐100-­‐bcmyear-­‐russian-­‐gas-­‐by-­‐27841361	  	  	  
Nursultan	  Maratov	  S1786520	  
Reuters,	  2012.	  “Factbox:	  Russia’s	  energy	  disputes	  with	  Ukraine	  and	  Belarus”.	  December	  21.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.reuters.com/article/us-­‐russia-­‐gas-­‐disputes-­‐idUSBRE8BK11T20121221.	  	  Risse-­‐Kappen,	  1994.	  “Ideas	  do	  not	  Float	  Freely:	  Transnational	  Coalitions,	  Domestic	  Structures,	  and	  the	  End	  of	  the	  Cold	  War”.	  International	  Organization	  48	  (2),	  185-­‐214.	  	  Romanova,	  2012.	  “O	  neoklassicheskom	  realizme	  i	  sovremennoy	  Rossii” Available	  at:	  http://www.globalaffairs.ru/number/O-­‐neoklassicheskom-­‐realizme-­‐i-­‐sovremennoi-­‐Rossii-­‐15590	  	  Rose	  G.	  1998.	  “Neoclassical	  Realism	  and	  Theories	  of	  Foreign	  Policy”.	  World	  
Politics	  51	  (1),	  144-­‐172.	  	  Russian	  Analytical	  Digest,	  2009.	  “The	  Russian	  –	  Ukrainian	  Gas	  Conflict”.	  No.53	  	  Russian	  Reality,	  2017.	  “Lukashenko	  responded	  with	  a	  threat	  to	  Medvedev’s	  threat	  to	  raise	  gas	  prices”.	  March	  9.	  Available	  at:	  https://rusreality.com/2017/03/09/lukashenko-­‐responded-­‐with-­‐a-­‐threat-­‐to-­‐medvedevs-­‐threat-­‐to-­‐raise-­‐gas-­‐prices/	  	  Rutland	  P.	  2008.	  “Russia	  as	  an	  Energy	  Superpower”.	  New	  Political	  Economy	  13	  (2).	  	  	  Rutland	  P.	  2012.	  “Still	  out	  in	  the	  cold?	  Russia’s	  place	  in	  a	  globalizing	  world”.	  
Communist	  and	  Post-­‐Communist	  Studies	  45,	  343-­‐354.	  	  Samedova,	  2015.	  “Gazprom	  obeshchayet	  prekratit'	  tranzit	  cherez	  Ukrainu	  s	  2019”.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.dw.com/ru/%D0%B3%D0%B0%D0%B7%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%BE%D0%BC-­‐%D0%BE%D0%B1%D0%B5%D1%89%D0%B0%D0%B5%D1%82-­‐%D0%BF%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%BA%D1%80%D0%B0%D1%82%D0%B8%D1%82%D1%8C-­‐%D1%82%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%BD%D0%B7%D0%B8%D1%82-­‐%D1%87%D0%B5%D1%80%D0%B5%D0%B7-­‐%D1%83%D0%BA%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%B8%D0%BD%D1%83-­‐%D1%81-­‐2019/a-­‐18505259	  	  Shevtsova,	  L.	  2015.	  “Russia’s	  Political	  System:	  Imperialism	  and	  Decay”.	  Journal	  of	  
Democracy	  26	  (1),	  171-­‐182.	  Available	  at:	  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_democracy/v026/26.1.shevtsova.pdf	  
 Skalamera	  M	  and	  Goldthau	  A.	  2016.	  “Russia:	  Playing	  Hardball	  or	  Bidding	  Farewell	  to	  Europe?	  Debunking	  the	  Myths	  of	  Eurasia’s	  New	  Geopolitics	  of	  Gas”.	  Belfer	  Center	  for	  Science	  and	  International	  Affairs,	  Harvard	  Kennedy	  School.	  Geopolitics	  of	  Energy	  Project.	  Discussion	  Paper,	  2016-­‐03.	    
Nursultan	  Maratov	  S1786520	  
 Stern,	  Pirani,	  and	  Yafimova,	  2015.	  “Does	  the	  cancellation	  of	  South	  Stream	  signal	  a	  fundamental	  reorientation	  of	  Russian	  gas	  export	  policy?”	  The	  Oxford	  Institute	  for	  
Energy	  Studies.	  	  The	  Ministry	  of	  Foreign	  Affairs	  of	  the	  Russian	  Federation,	  2016.	  Available	  at:	  	  http://www.mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/official_documents/-­‐/asset_publisher/CptICkB6BZ29/content/id/2542248?p_p_id=101_INSTANCE_CptICkB6BZ29&_101_INSTANCE_CptICkB6BZ29_languageId=ru_RU	  	  UNIAN,	  2016.	  “Poll:	  Nearly	  two-­‐thirds	  of	  Russians	  support	  Kremlin’s	  policy	  towards	  Ukraine”.	  3	  February.	  Available	  at:	  https://www.unian.info/world/1253904-­‐poll-­‐nearly-­‐two-­‐thirds-­‐of-­‐russians-­‐support-­‐kremlins-­‐policy-­‐toward-­‐ukraine.html	  Varol,	  T.	  2013.	  “The	  Russian	  Foreign	  Energy	  Policy”.	  European	  Scientific	  Journal.	  	  Wisniewska,	  I.	  2017.	  “The	  improving	  economic	  situation	  in	  Russia:	  reality	  or	  creative	  statistics?”	  OSW.	  5	  May.	  Available	  at:	  https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/osw-­‐commentary/2017-­‐05-­‐05/improving-­‐economic-­‐situation-­‐russia-­‐reality-­‐or-­‐creative	  	  World	  Bank.	  2017.	  “Russia	  Economic	  Report,	  37:	  From	  Recession	  to	  Recovery”.	  Available	  at:	  http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/russia/publication/rer	  	  World	  Bank.	  2017.	  “GDP”.	  Available	  at:	  http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?end=2016&locations=RU&start=2012	  	  	  
Word	  count:	  10,089	  
